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EXCERPTS FROM TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 


————SSS 


Seminar Room: 
Hartford Public Library 
Main Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Tuesday, May 9, 1967 


The above-entitled matter came on for hearing, pursuant to notice, 


at 11:00 o'clock a.m. 
BEFORE: 

E. DON WILSON 
APPEARANCES: 

ROBERT C. ROSEMERE 


MICHAEL F. BROWN 


JAY S. SIEGEL 


JOSEPH S. SUDARSKY 


JEROLD D. JACOBSON 


Trial Examiner 


J. F. K. Federal Building 
Boston, Massachusetts, Counsel 
for the General Counsel | 


J. F. K. Federal Building 
Boston, Massachusetts, Counsel 
for the General Counsel | 


1848 Hartford National Bank Bldg. 
Hartford, Connecticut, appearing 
on behalf of the Respondent 

One Constitution Plaza | 
Hartford, Connecticut, appearing 
on behalf of the Respondent 

1710 Broadway 

New York, New York, appearing 
on behalf of the Charging Party. 


* * | * 


PROCEEDINGS 


* 


Whereupon, 


* 


ARTHUR APPEL 


was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * 


* * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) * * * Do you hold a position in the Connecti- 
cut Ladies’ Garment Workers' Union, AFL-CIO? A. I do. 


Q. And what is that position? A. I am a business agent, organ- 
izer, with the Internationa] Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union. 

Q. And were you active in the campaign to organize the workers 
of Marie Phillips? A. Yes, sir, 1] was. 

Q. And what part did you take in that campaign? A. I was an 
organizer in the process ot organizing the workers of Marie Phillips. 

Q. And when did the organizing campaign begin? A. On Sep- 
tember 6, 1966. 

Q. Now, did any emplevees of Marie Phillips assist you in obtain- 


ing authorization cards? A. Yes they did. 


Q. And did employees give te you authorization cards signed by 


other employees? A. Yes, they did. 

Q. And whe were these employees whe gave you the authorization 
cards signed by the cther employees? A. Ben Fiama, Vina Santuccio 
and James Bostick. 

Q. And what did you do with these cards that were given to you 

by these named employees? A. I gave them to our state direc- 
tor, Bert Cooper. 

Q. Were leaflets passed out during the campaign? A. Yes, sir; 
they were. 

Q. Where? A. In front of the shop — plant. 

Q. Wher were they passed out? A. On September 6, 1966. 

Q. Were they passed out any time subsequent to September 6? 

A. No, sir: they were no. 

Q. Did you pass out any leaflets? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you have occasion to give any member of the company's 
management a copy of this leaflet? A. Yes, sir; I did. 

Q. And who was that? A. Minnie Pricone. 

Q. And when was that? A. On September 6, 1966. 

Q. And where was that? A. Outside the plant. 


Q. And I ask that these be marked as Gereral Counsel's Exhibits 
3-A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, Land J. | 


(The documents above- referred to, 
General Counsel's Exhibits 3-A 
through 3-J, were marked for iden- 
tification.) 


Q. Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked as General Coun- 
sel's Exhibits 3-A through 3-J for identification inclusive and ask you 
to look at these cards and teil me if you can identify them? | A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. And what arethey? A. These are authorization =e that 
were signed by the workers indicated on the card on whom visits or 
other occasions while I was the President and saw the people sign them. 

Q. Now, I show you what has been marked as General Counsel's 
Exhibit 3-A for identification. Can you identify this card? : A. Yes. 
This is the card of Anna Interlandi. | 


Q. And when was this card signed? A. On October, 12, 1966. 
Q. And where was this card signed? A. This card was signed 


in her home. | 

Q. And where were you when the card was signed? A. In her 
home with her. | 

Q. Did the employee fill out the entire card? A. No, sir. She 
did not. : 
Q. What did she fill out and what did someone else fill out at that 
time? A. She Signed the card, filled in her address, her phone num- 
ber and the city and state, and she dated the card. I filled in her craft, 

operator, Marie Phillips in Hartford. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did vou see her sign the card? | 

THE WITNESS: I did, sir. | 

MR. BROWN: May we go off the record for a minute, sir? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. | 


(Discussion off the record.) 


Q. (By Mr. Brown} Mr. Appel, after Anna Interlandi signed this 
card, what did she do with it? A. She handed the card back to me. , 

Q. And what did you do with the card? A. I put it in my pocket; 
on that day? 

Q. Yes. A. I put it in my pocket. 

Q. Did you do anything with the card after that day? A. Yes. 
I gave it to our state director, Bert Cooper. 

= we * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 
Q. {By Mr. Brown: Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked 


for identification General Counsel's Exhibit 3-B. Can you identify this 
card? <A. Yes. This is the card of Elizabeth B. Hayes. 
Q. And where was this card signed? A. This card was signed 


at her home. 
. And when was it signed? A. On November first, 1966. 
Were you present when it was signed? A. Yes, Sir; I was. 
. And did she fill out the entire card? A. Yes, sir; she did. 
. And what did she do aiter she signed it and filled out the card? 
. She handed it back to me. 
And what did you do with the card? A. I put it in my pocket. 
And after you put it in your pocket, what did you then do with 
it inthe future? A. I gave it to our state director, Bert Cooper. 
* ~ - * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 

Q. ‘By Mr. Br own) Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked 
as General Counsel's Exhibit 3-C for identification. Would you identify 
this Exhibit, please? A. This is the card of, Lucia Sammartino. 

Q@. Ard where was this card signed? <A. At her home. 

Q. And when was it signed? A. On November the second, 1966. 

Q. And were you present when she signed it? A. Yes, sir; I 


Q. And did she fill out the entire card? A. No, sir Lo she did 
| 


not. 
Q. What did she fill out, and what did you fill out, if anything? 
A. She signed her name, and I filled out the balance of the card. 

@. When did you fill out the balance of the card? A. When she 
signed her name. She handed me the card, and I told her to fill out the 
balance, and she said, "No, go ahead. You fill it out." And I asked her 
address. She gave it to me. And I filled out the balance of the card. 

Q. And what did you do with the card after she signed it and gave 
it to you, and you filled it out? A. I put it in my pocket. | 

Q. And at a later time, what did you do with the card? A. I 
gave it to Bert Cooper, State Director. | 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit 3-D and ask you if you 
can identify this card? A. Yes. This is the card of Clara Donchak. 

Q. And where was this card signed? A. It was signed at a Un- 
ion meeting at the Statler-Hilton Hotel. | 
@. And when was the card signed? A. On October the 19th, 1966. 
Q. I'm sorry. I didn't get that. A. October the 19th, 1966. 

Q. And were you present when the card was signed? | A. Yes, 

I was. : 
Q. Did you see the employee sign the card? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Would you -- Did you explain to the employee the punboce of 
the card? A. I did. | 

Q. And what did you tell the employee the purpose of the card 
would be? A. The purpose of the card would be to gain recognition 

for the Union in Marie Phillips. 

Q. Did you tell the employee what you would do with the card if 
and when she signed it? A. Yes. 


@. And what did you tell the employee you would do with the card 
if and when she signed it? A. That we would take the card with the 
cards of the other workers and go to see the Employer and tell him that 
we represented the workers of Marie Phillips. 

Q. Now, what did you do with the card after it was signed? A. I 
put it in my pocket. Excuse me. I handed it to Richard Shindler. 

Q. And? — A. Richard Schindler handed it back to me, and I put 
it in my pocket. 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you received it from 
this person, Richard Shindler? A. I gave it to Bert Cooper, who is 
my State Director. 

~ * ” * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 

Q. (By Mr. Brown: Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit 3-E and ask you if you 
can identify that card? A. This is the card of Vina Santuccio. 

Q. And when was that card signed? A. On October 17th, 1966. 

. And where was it signed? A. At her home. 


. And what did she fill out or what did you fill out, if anything? 


Q 
Q. And were you present when she signed it? <A. I was. 
Q 
A. She filled out the entire card by herself. 


Q. Was this before she gave it to you or afterwards? A. Prior 
to giving me the card. 

Q. Did you explain to Vina Santuccio the purpose of the card? 
A. I did. 

"Q. What did you tell her the purpose of the card would be? 

A. For the purpose of gaining recognition in the shop to prove that we 
represent the majority of the workers. We needed the workers to sign 
these cards allowing the Union to represent them. 

Q. Did you explain to her what you would do with the card if and 
when she signed it? <A. Yes. 
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| 
Q. And what did you tell her you would do with the card if and 
when she signed it? A. I told her we would take these cards to the 


Employer and State to the Employer that we represented a majority 


of the workers in the shop and ask for recognition. 
Q. And after she signed and filled out the entire card, what did 
she do with it? A. She handed it to me. 
Q. And what did you do with it? A. I put it in my pocket. 
Q. At any time further, did you do anything further with the card? 
A. I gave it to Bert Cooper, our state director. 
MR. BROWN: I offer General Counsel's Exhibit 8-E. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Any objection? 
MR. SIEGEL: May I see the original, please? 
MR. BROWN: If I may say before Mr. Siegel continues, the point 


I brought up on the prior Exhibit, that is, the writing that might appear 
on the card outside the actual authorization card is not made a part of 
this Exhibit, and this would follow with the remaining Exhibits. 

TRIAL EXAMINER? Well, I have one problem with that sort of 
thing. I still think counsel has a right to find out whether these notations 
were written by the person who signed the card or in the presence and 
with the knowledge of the person that signed the card. I will certainly 
permit that sort of examination. But as to the rest of it, if it happened 
to be written down a month later or three months later or whatever it 
might be, I am not interested in that. | 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked 
as General Counsel's Exhibit 3-F and ask you if you can identify this 
Exhibit ? 

A. This is the card of Vincenza Stama. 

Q. And when was this card signed? A. On October 24, 1966. 

Q. And where was this card signed? A. At her home. 
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Q. Were you present when it was signed? A. I was. 

Q. Did you tell her the purpose of the card before she signed it? 
A. I did. 

Q. And what did you tell her the purpose of the card was? 

A. The purpose of the card was to enable the Union to prove that it rep- 
resents a majority of the workers in the shop, and it would be her way 
of showing that she desires the Union represent her. 

Q. And did you tell her what you were going to do with the card 
if and when she signed it? A. I did. 

Q. And what did you tell her you would do with the card if and 
when she signed it? A. I told her we would take these cards to the 
Employer. 

Q. Did she fill out the entire card? A. She did. 

Q. And what did she do with the card after she filled it out? 

A. She handed it back to me. 

Q. And what did you do with the card when she handed it to you? 
A. I put it in my pocket. 

Q. Ata later occasion, did you have an occasion to do anything 
further with the card? A. Yes. 

Q. And what was that? A. I gave it to Bert Cooper, our state 
director. 

Q. I believe I asked you this, Mr. Appel. Let me do it again, in 


case I overlooked it. Were you present when this employee signed this 


card? A. Yes, I was. 


. 3  d x * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 

Q. ‘By Mr. Brown: Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked 
for identification as General Counsel's 3-G. A. It's the card of Fran- 
cois Bessette. 

Q. And when was it signed? A. On September 8, 1966. 

Q@. And were you present when it was signed? A. Yes, I was. 
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| 
Q. Did you explain to Mr. Bessette the purpose of the card? 
A. I did. Ds 
Q. And what did you tell Mr. Bessette the purpose of the card was? 


A. I told Mr. Bessette the purpose of the card was to authorize the Union 

or ask the Union to represent him, and that we would take these cards to 

the Employer when we had a majority of the workers signed up and ask 
for recognition. | 

Q. Did you explain this to Mr. Bessette before or after he signed 
it? A. Prior to him signing. 

Q. Now, after Mr. Bessette signed it, what did he do with the card? 
A. Handed it back to me. | 

Q. And what did you do with the card? A. Put it in my pocket. 

Q. And at a later time, did you have occasion to do anything else 
with this card? A. Yes. I took the card and gave it to Bert Cooper, 
our state director. | 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked 
for identification General Counsel's Exhibit 3-H and ask you if you can 
identify that Exhibit? A. The card of Joseph Aiello. 

Q. And when was this card signed? A. Soe the 12th, 1966. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. At his home. 

Q. And were you present when the employee signed the card? 

A. I was. | 

Q. And did you tell the employee the purpose of the card? 
A. I did. | 

Q. What did you tell him the purpose of the card was? A. To 
authorize the Union to represent him. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Excuse me. Is Mr. Aiello in the room? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Would you repeat your answer ? | A. To au- 


thorize the Union to represent him. 


Q. And did you tell the signatory of that card what you were going 
to do with the card if and when he signed it? A. I did. 

Q. And what did you tell the employee you would do with the card 
if and when he signed it? 

A. If we had the majority of the workers signed up, we would take 
the card to the Employer and tell the — 

Q. And did Joseph Aiello fill out the entire card? A. He did. 

Q. And after Mr. Aiello filled out the entire card, what did he do 
with it? A. He handed it back to me. 

Q. And what did you do with it? A. Put it in my pocket. 

Q. And did you have an occasion at a later date to do anything else 


with the card? A. I gave the card to Bert Cooper, our state director. 


~ * * a * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Appel, I show you what has been marked 
for identification as General Counsel's 3-E and ask you if you can iden- 
tify this Exhibit? A. Yes, sir. This is the card of Donata Petrella. 

Q. And when was this card signed? A. On December the 8th, 
1966. 

Q. And where was it signed? A. At her home. 

Q. And were you present when it was signed? A. I was. 

Q. And what did the employee fill out, and what did you fill out, if 
anything? A. The employee signed the card, and the balance of the 
card was filled out by Mr. Shindler. 

Q. Now, do you — How do you know this? A. Because Mr. Shind- 
ler had been her representative in a previous shop, and when she signed 
the card, she handed the card back to Mr. Shindler. I handed her the 
card, and she handed the card actually back to Mr. Shindler, and she 
asked him to fill out the balance of the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you see him fill out the card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And Mr. Shindler was with you hi evening 


at the house? A. Yes, he was. 
Q. Did you tell the employee what the purpose of the card was? 
A. I did. 
Q. And what did you tell her the purpose of the card as? 
A. To authorize the Union to represent her. | 

Q. Did you tell her what you would do with the card it ‘and when 

she signed it? A. Wetoldher the majority — | 

Q. Yes or no, Mr. Appel. A. Yes. 

Q. And what did you tell her you would do with the card if and 
when she signed it? A. I told her when we had a majority of the work- 
ers signed up, we would take the cards to the Employer and ask him to 
recognize the Union. | 

Q. What did you do with the card after she signed it and Mr. Shind- 
ler had filled out the card, if anything? A. Mr. Shindler put it in his 
pocket. | 

Q. Mr. Shindler put it in his pocket. Did it ever come Space into 
your possession? A. NO, sir. 

Q. Do you know what Mr. Shindler did with the card atter he re- 
ceived it from the employee? A. Yes. ) 

Q. What did he do with the card? A. When we went back to the 
office, he handed it back to Mr. Cooper. | 

Q. And when was this? A. The next day after. 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION i 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Appel, who is Richard Shindler? AD A 
business agent, organizer, with the International — a colleague of mine. 

Q. Did he play a role in this campaign to organize the fomErcye’s 
of Marie Phillips? A. He did. 
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Q. What role did he play? A. He andI were key organizers as- 
signed to the campaign, and directed by Bert Cooper, we coordinated and 
visited workers and gave out leaflets, etc. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me, counsel, I don't mean to interrupt 
your examination, put are you going to put in the next card? 

MR. BROWN: Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may continue. I didn't mean to cut you 
off. I was just wondering if you had forgotten about it. 

\ MR. BROWN: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was there ever an occasion where you visited 
an employee alone without Mr. Shindler? A. Yes. One or two—a few. 
Maybe one or two. 


Q. How long have you been working with Mr. Shindler as an organ- 


izer in the Connecticut area? A. About ten years. 

Q. Now, was it your procedure between the two of you that when 
you went to the home of an employee that you had a special order of talk- 
ing. In other words — 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. That's a leading question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) When you went to the homes of the employees 
and you testified that you did go to homes together? A. I did. 

Q. Did you follow a set pattern? A. Definitely. 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. You are leading. Did you or didn't 
you have a regular course of procedure? 

MR. APPEL: Yes, we did. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And did that course of procedure call for either 
of you to speak first? A. Not any one specific, but one of us spoke; and 
when a question was raised that the other one was more familiar with, we 


picked it up. 
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Q. I show you what has been marked as General Counsel's Exhibit 
3-J and ask you if you can identify this Exhibit? A. The card of Frank 


Papa. 

Q. And when was that card signed? A. This card was signed 
9/7/66. | 

Q. Now, does this card have any — 

MR. SIEGEL: Excuse me. Is Mr. Papa in the room. | 

MR. BROWN: Not to my knowledge. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, does this card play any significance in 
the campaign? A. I don't follow you. | 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

. (By Mr. Brown) Where was this card signed? A. At his 


. Were you present when the card was signed? 
. Yes, I was. 
. Did you explain to Mr. Papa what the purpose of the card was ? 
A. I did. 
Q. And what did you tell him the purpose of the card was? 
A. To authorize the Union to represent them. | 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Papa what you would do with the hard if and 
when he signed it? A. Yes. 

Q. And what did you tell him you would do with the card if and 
when he signed it? A. Well, when we had a majority of the workers 
signed up, we would go to the Employer and demand recognition. 

Q. Would you speak up, please? A. We would demand recogni- 
tion from the Employer. | 

Q. Now, did Mr. Papa fill out the entire card? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. And after Mr. Papa filled out the entire card and signed it, 
what did he do with it? A. Handed it back to me. 

Q. What did you do with it? A. Put it in my pocket. 
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Q. Did you have an occasion at any later time to do anything else 
with the card? A. Yes. I gave it to Bert Cooper, who is our state 
director. 


* * 


Seminar Room 

Hartford Public Library 
Main Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 
Wednesday, May 10, 1967 


x * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Appel, you testified that you handed a 


leaflet to Minnie Pricone? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. What was the date? A. September 6, 1966. 

Q. How do you know that was the date? A. Because that was 
the date that we gave out a leaflet to Marie Phillips Company in Hart- 
ford. 

Q. What day of the week was it? <A. I don't know that. 

Q. You don't know the day of the week, but you know the date? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How many leaflets did you hand out that day? A. We don't 
count leaflets when we hand them out. We just have a pile of leaflets. 

Q. Where did you give it out? A. In front of the shop. 

Q. You have testified you gave one to Minnie Pricone. Did you 
give one to other employees of the company? A. I did. 

Q. And did you speak to employees as they were coming out? 
A. I did not. 

Q. Didn't say aword? A. I said, 'Good evening,"' or — good 
evening, yes, I believe is what I said. 

Q. Good evening? A. As they took the leaflet. 

Q. In English or Italian? A. English. 
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Q. What time of the day was it? A. At the end of the working 
day about 4:30. 

Q. 4:30? A. When they left the shop. 

Q. Did you speak to Minnie Pricone when you gave her a leaflet? 
A. I did not. | 

Q. Did you say anything toher? A. No, sir. 

Q. Either in English or Italian? A. No, sir. 

* * * * | * 

Q. And it's your testimony that you, well — When did you find out 
who the woman was that you now claim to be Minnie Pricone? A. Dur- 
ing the course of the organizing campaign. 

Q. When? A. Sometime in the month of September. 


Q. Sometime in the month of September. Can't do any better than 
that on the date? A. No, sir. 
Q. A week later — two weeks later? A. Possibly. 


Q. Three weeks later? A. Possibly. 

Q. Four weeks later? 

A. That would be October. | 

Q. All right. So at least three weeks later, possibly. And you want 
us to believe that you remembered this woman for a period of possibly 
three weeks ? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You — I'm not finished with the question. You 
want us to believe that you remembered the physical image of this woman 
for a period of possibly three weeks, by your own testimony, and are able 
today to state with absolute certainty that it was Minnie Pricone on Sept. 
6? A. Yes, sir. It was an oddity for one employee to read a leaflet 
and walk back into the plant, and that part.cular incident stood out in my 
mind, and when it was later pointed out to me, I realized she was the 


woman. 
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Q. Mr. Appel, how many organizing campaigns have you been in? 
A. Many. 

Q. And is it safe to say you have been outside the gates passing 
out leaflets a couple of hundred of times in 11 years with the Union? 
A. Many times. 

Q. And you want us to believe this was the first time an employee 
read a leaflet and went back into the plant? 

MR. BROWN: Mr. Examiner, I must interpose an objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. Never mind what you want him to 
believe. He's already testified. Ask him a question. 


MR. BROWN: Mr. Examiner, may I also interpose an objection at 


this point to the line of cross-examination. We are not dealing with one 
of the owners, and I think the line of cross-examination is completely 
frivolous that he would not know who one of the owners were at that time 
or at any other time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Is it possible, Mr. Appel, that it was some 
other employee of the company that you saw go back into the shop on 
September 6? A. No, sir. 

Q. Is this the only time that you have ever witnessed that event in 
11 years of organizing? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Yes, to the best of my knowledge, that's the first time I witnessed 
a person taking a leaflet at the end of the work day, reading it, and going 
pack into the plant. 

Q. And this struck you as so strange that you remembered the 
image of that woman for possibly three weeks? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What color hair does Mrs. Pricone have? 
A. Gray. 

Q. Does she wear glasses? A. Yes. Ihave seen her with glasses 
and without glasses, too. 


Q. Do you wear glasses? A. DoI wear glasses? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, Ido. | 

Q. Were you wearing your glasses that day? A. I don't recall. 
Q. 


You don’t always wear your glasses, do you, Mr. Appel? 

A. No, sir. I do not. | 

Q. How many other people were around at the time Mrs. Pricone 
came out of the plant? A. With me? 

Q. Yes. A. Mr. Shindler and I were giving out leaflets. 

Q. And the employees were passing out from the factory? 
A. The employees were coming out of the factory. That's right. 

Q. And you were handing — you and Mr. Shindler — were handing 
out leaflets as they came out through the gate? | 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Isn't it true there is only one gate they come out of? A. From 
the plant on Chestnut Street, yes. 

Q. And as people were coming out, you and Mr. Shindler were 
handing them leaflets and saying, ''Good evening, thank you’? A. Yes. 

Q. And you recall that during this time a woman that you now claim 
as Minnie Pricone came out of the plant with that group, took a leaflet, 
and went back into the shop? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered, three times. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. I know what you're trying to do, 
sir. I think you have already done it. 

MR. SIEGEL: I'm trying to make a complete record. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who else came out of the shop at that time that 
day and took a leaflet from you? A. Many of the employees. 


20 


Q. Who. Names. A. At that time, I didn't know all of the employ- + 
ees at Marie Phillips. It was the first time we were giving out leaflets 
there. There were a couple of faces that I did recognize — people that . 
had been in union shops before. Other than that, I didn't know the people 
by name. 

Q. Who? Namethem. A. The people I knew? Vina Santuccio. 
Clara Donchak. 

Q. Those the only two? A. At that time that I recognized. 

Q. Who do you now claim today you gave leaflets to that day? 

A. I can't remember specifically who. 

Q. You can't remember. A. Beg your pardon? 

Q. You can't remember? A. I don't recall who came out of there 
in terms of the employees. Each worker got a leaflet. 


Q. But you claim to remember Minnie Pricone who you never saw 


before, is that correct? A. I didn't at that time know it was Minnie 


Pricone. I saw a woman come out. She came out of the plant after the 
majority of the employees came out. The majority came out ina rush 
in the beginning. She came out afterwards. The majority of the workers 
had left already. She took the leaflet and walked part way down the block 
to the gate where the cards come in. She turned around after reading 
the leaflet and walked back into the plant. I remembered a woman had 
done this because it was an oddity. . 

Q. She walked part way down the block. You didn't tell us that be- 
fore. Why didn't you tell us that before? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How was Mrs. Pricone dressed that day? 
A. In black. 

Q. Was she wearing acoat? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Was she wearing a hat? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Glasses? A. I don't recall. 
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Q. You don't recall. Did you say anything at all to the woman that 
you claim to be Mrs. Pricone at that time? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. No, sir; not to my knowledge. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Not to your knowledge? A. Not that I recall. 

Q. You don’t recall? A. I don’t recall saying anything else to 
her. I don't believe I did. 

Q. Did she say anything to you? A. No, sir. 

* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) In obtaining the authorization cards you have 
testified to here, did you at any time discuss the question of Union dues? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Whom did you talk with about Union dues? A. I don't know 
specifically who had asked me questions, but the question did come up 
in the course of my home visits. 


Q. What was the question? A. What Union dues was in the state, 
what the Union dues would be if they came in, and we told the people that 


there was no dues until such time that the Union was certified and had a 
contract and was recognized, etc. There would be no dues until that 
time, and I explained to them what the Union dues was for the members 
of the Union in the local if they came into the Union. 

Q. Did you promise any employees that they would not have to pay 
dues for a period of one year after the Union was certified? A. No, 
sir. | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Immaterial as a matter of law. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you discuss the question of Union initiation 
fees with any of the persons whom you talked to and whose cards you 
testified to under General Counsel's Exhibits 3-A through 3-J? 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Who did you talk about it with? A. I don't remember who. 
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Q. What was the discussion? A. They asked about initiation 
fees, and we explained to them in the case that the shop was organized 

initially, that for those workers who are currently working in the 
shop, should the shop become a Union: shop, the initiation fee would be 
reduced. | ; 

Q. Would be reduced? A. Yes, sir. : 

Q. What's the regular initiation fee? A. It varies from craft 
to craft -- an operator, presser. 

Q. Well, for the operator? A. $18.20. 

Q. For the cutter ? A. $25.20. 

Q. And what reduction did you discuss with these people if the 
Union organized the shop? A. I did not discuss it. 

MR. BROWN: Objection, as a matter of law. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. Overruled. 

A. I'm sorry. Would you repeat that. 
(The last question was read back by the Reporter.) 

A. I did not discuss any specific reduction. I did not know what it would 
be. This would be set either by the International or the manager of the 
local state director. There would be a reduced rate. I didn't go into 
any detail. 5 

Q. You didn't tell them what the reduction was, but you told them 
there would be a reduction, isn't that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How many people did you tell thisto? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Did you tell this to everybody ? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you tell this only to those people who asked about the initi- 
ationfee? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you ever bring the subject up yourself? A. No, sir. Not 
to my knowledge. Not that I recall. ae ied 


Q. Not that you recall. Do you recall Mr. Shindler ever bringing 
that subject up? - A. Not that I recall. ; 
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Q. Did you ever bring up the question of Union dues? A. No, sir. 
Not that I recall. | 

Q. Do you recall Mr. Shindler ever bringing up the qiestion of Un- 
ion dues? A. No, sir; I don't. 

Q. Did you make any other promises to any of these employees 
that you have testified about, other than the reduction of dues? A. I 
didn't say the reduction of dues. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Reduction of initiation fees. 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. i 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you promise any of the employees that if 
they signed the card that you would get them a pay increase? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, now I'm testing his — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He's already testified as to that. Proceed 
counsel. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) Individually, now — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you ever touch an employee physically - 
an employee of this company physically ? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you ever push an employee? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


A. I beg your pardon? 

Q. Did you ever push an employee of Marie Phillips? Did you 
ever kick an employee of Marie Phillips? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


24 


MR. SIEGEL: Excuse me, Mr. Examiner. I don't believe the Re- 
porter got the witnesses’ answer to the question. He shook his head. 

A. I did not. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) The answer to the first question whether or 


not you pushed an employee, you did not. Did you ever kick an employee 
of Marie Phillips? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ever use vile language to an employee of Marie Phil- 
lips? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ever kick an employee of Marie Phillips in the shins, 


Mr. Appel? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you ever call an employee at Marie Phil- 
lips on the telephone — 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. He hasn't finished the question. 

MR. BROWN: I'm sorry. I thought counsel had finished. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) and threatened them if they did not sign a 
card for the Union? A. No, sir; I did not. 

Q. Did you ever call on employees of the company as late as mid- 
night in an effort to have them signacard? A. No, sir; I did not. 

Q. Did you ever call an employee of the company at 2:00 o'clock 
in the morning to talk to them about signing a card? A. No, sir. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No, sir; I did not. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The answer is in. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you ever — Did the Union ever hold a 
meeting at which the attempt was made to have employees of the com- 
pany sign cards, Mr. Appel? 
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MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. I assume you're notitalking about 
. the meeting where X employees of some other company were present? 

MR. SIEGEL: Other than the meeting of October 19, 1966, at the 
Statler. 

MR. BROWN: And if Your Honor please, it's my belief, unless 
Your Honor disagrees, that the next question after that question was, 
"Did the Union ever hold a meeting — any other meeting"? 2 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't recall. Your objection is overruled. 
A. Other than that meeting where Clara Donchak signed the card? 

Q. Yes. | 

A. No, sir. Not that I recall. Not for that purpose. 

Q. No meetings? A. I didn't say that, sir. 

Q. You did hold — the Union did hold meetings then with employ- 


ees? 


TRIAL EXAMINER: He's not — He has not testified that they 
didn't hold meetings. Why don't you go on and ask him if ney held 


other meetings. 
. (By Mr. Siegel) You did hold meetings? A. Oh, certainly. 
. And isn't it true at some of these meetings employees signed 
A. I don't believe so, sir. 
. You don't believe so? A. I don't believe so. 
. Is it your testimony that all the cards except Clara Donchak's 
were signed in the employees' homes? A. Or other places. 
Q. Or other places. But none.at meetings run by the eee 
A. Not that I recall, sir. 
Q. Did you ever hold a meeting at a place on Soe Avenue in 
the City of Hartford? A. Yes, sir. 
: Q. Where? 
A. I don't remember the address. The Albany Jewish Center. 
Q. When was the meeting held? A. The first day of the strike. 
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Q. Were there any meetings held earlier than the first day of 


the strike at that place? A. No, sir. No. I don't recall. I don't be-_ 


lieve there were any meetings there prior to the day of the strike. I 
don't believe so. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When was the day of the strike? 

THE WITNESS: February the 7th was the day of the strike, sir. 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Let's direct your attention to card — General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 3-A, and this is the card of Anna Interlandi. 
What date did you have Mrs. Interlandi sign a card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. May I see the card, please? 

Q. You don't remember without seeing the card? A. No, sir. 
I do not. 

Q. Do you remember where she signed the card without seeing 
it? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. BROWN: Objection, Your Honor. This has been gone all 
through on voir dire. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where? A. At her home. 

Q. Did she refuse — Was it the first time you had visited her 
for the purpose of signing a card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. I believe so. 

Q. Was it? A. [believe it was. 

Q. You believe it was. And is it possible that this was not the 
first time and that you had visited her on other occasions? A. Prior 


to her signing the card? 
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Q. Yes. A. I don't think so. 

Q. Now, the organizing drive started on September 6,' and this 
woman's card was signed on October 20, 1966, Mr. Appel. It's your 
testimony that you might have visited her several times to sign a card 
before she signed it? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) At the time you visited her, who was present 
in the apartment? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, Mr. Examiner, if I may, with regard to the 
first card, I believe that the voir dire was extremely limited. And I 
recognize that subsequently and particularly after the card of — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You say you did not go into this. 

MR. SIEGEL: I did not go into this. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead, then. The objection is 
overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who was present at Mrs. Interlandi's home? 
A. Mr. Shindler. 


Q. Who else? A. I don't believe anybody else was there at the 


time. 
Q. And what time of the day or evening was this meeting held? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. In the evening. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) In the evening. What room of the house do 
you recall being in? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who spoke to Mrs. Interlandi? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you read the card to Mrs. Interlandi? 

A. Mrs. Interlandi read the card. I read the card aloud and she followed 
the card. 

Q. Did she ask you any questions about the language of the card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't recall whether these questions were 
asked before. The objection is overruled. 

MR. BROWN: May I ask the bench if assuming they were not 
asked on voir dire, which would be the proper place, is the bench's rul- 
ing that he may now remedy his oversite by cross-examination ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He's cross-examining. The objection is 
overruled. 

(The last question was read pack by the Reporter.) 
A. She understood what the card was about. I explained it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I didn't ask you that. Did she ask you any 
questions? A. No. I explained the card to her. 

Q. Did she ask you to explain the meaning of the words "'Collec- 


tive bargaining" ? A. No, sir. 


Q. The meaning of the word "authorization"? <A. No, sir. 


Q. Did she ask you about an election? A. No. We didn't dis~ 
cuss an election. 

Q. Did she ask you about the Union dues ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I don't — A. I don't believe so. 

Q. Did she ask you about the Union initiation fee? A. I don't 
recall. 

Q.. Did she ask you if any other employees had signed the card? 
A. Yes. 


29 
| 
Q. Did youtell her? A. Yes. : 

Q. What did youtell her? Howmany? A. I didn’t tell her 
how many. I said some employees have signed cards. | 

Q. Some employees had signed. Didn't she want to know how 
many? A. Yes. : 

Q. And you refusedtotell her? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did you explain to her that if she signed the card, lit would be 
strictly confidential and would not be revealed to anybody? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. This certainly was raised on voir dire. 
This was Respondent's first objection to the card. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you make any promises to Mrs. Inter- 
landi : the time she signed this card? A. Yes, Si | 

Q. What promises were made? A. I promised athe: the Union 
would do everything it could to stand behind the workers to help them 
exercise their right to get a Union in the factory. 

Q. In those exact words? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And did you understand her to fully understand what you just 
said to me? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you any questions about what do 
you mean by "standing by the employees in the exercise of their rights"? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No, sir. : 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) She didn't ask you any questions? Did she 
ask you whether or not the Union would get her a raise if she signed 
the card? A. No, sir. | 

Q. Did she ask you if you would waive her Union dues? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) If she signed the card? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you promise her a reduction in the initiation fee if she 
signed the card? A. The discussion didn't come up with Mrs. Inter- 
landi, as I recall. 

Q. I'm sorry. I didn't hear that. A. As I recall, this discus- 
sion — 

Q. Who did it come up with? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. I am not concerned. 

MR. SIEGEL: He testified earlier he didn't recall who he talked 

with about the subject. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don't argue with me any more. The objec- 
tion is sustained. : 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you tell her on that date that just the cut- 
ters had signed cards for the Union? A. No, Sir. 

Q. Did you lead her to believe that most of the people in the plant 
had signed cards for the Union? 

MR. BROWN: Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. No, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you use any figures with regard to how 
many people had signed? A. No, sir. 

Q. You flatly refused to tell her? <A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And she signed the card anyway? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. That's your testimony? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did ‘Mr. Shindler tell her how many people had already signed 
the card? A. I don't believe so. 


Q. Did he make any promises toher? A. No, sir. 
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Q. Did you use the word — you testified that you used — you had 
told her something about how many other people had signed. Did you 
tell her that "most" of the people had signed inthe shop? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you tell her she would be the only one that hadn't signed? 
A. No, sir. 

* * * * i * 

Whereupon, 

LOUIS GRECA 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Private Greca, I show you a card that 
has been marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 5 
and ask you if you can recollect it? A. Yes. 

Q. And what language is that card writtenin? A. In Italian. 

Q. Do you speak Italian? A. Yes. I do. | 

Q. And directing your attention to the card, will you tell me 
whose name appears thereon? A. Concetta Rizza. 

Q. Is that name in signature form? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you see that person, Concetta Rizza, sign the card? 

A. Yes. 

Q. I take it she signed then in your presence? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you tell us who made the other entries on the card? 
A. I did. 


Q. And can you tell the date on which you saw her sign that card? 
A. 10/11/66. 


Q. What did you do with this card after she signedit? A. I 
checked it, and then gave it to Mr. Appel. 

Q. You have had conversations with Concetta Rizza? A. Yes. 

Q. To your knowledge, does she speak Italian? A. Yes. 
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Q. And I take it you speak Italian? A. Yes. 
MR. ROSEMERE: I offer in evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 5, sir. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you speak to her in Italian? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
VOIR DIRE 


* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who was present when you spoke to Mrs. 


Rizza about the card? A. Mr. Appel and Mr. Shindler. 

Q. And was anybody else present besides Mrs. Rizza? A. I 
don't remember. 

Q. Was her husband there? A. Well, he was, but he was in 
the other room. You asked me if anybody was in that room ? 

Q. You mean she sat alone with you and these three gentlemen? 
A. Right. We are good friends. 

Q. You are good friends? A. Right. 

Q.. Did you speak to Mrs. Rizza in Italian? A. Yes. 

Q. What did Mr. Shindler say to this woman? A. She didn't 
say anything. He didn't say anything to her. 

Q. What did Mr. Appel say? 

A. Well, it was — Iwas a translater that time. 

Q. You were translating? <A. Right. 

Q. You were translating what Mr. Appel was saying? A. Right. 

Q. I see. And what did he say to Mrs. Rizza? Will you tell us 
in English, please? A. Well, I explained, you know, all the details 
that if the Union — if the shop would be unionized — all the extra bene~- 
fits she would get out of the Union. — 

Q. Did she ask any questions? A. Yes, about the retirement 
plan. 

Q. About the retirement plan. Did she ask you to read the card 
toher? A. No, she read it herself. 
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Q. Did she ask you to explain the card to her? A. No, she 


understood. ; | 
Q. May that last portion be stricken. ; | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It's stricken. : 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you whether or not there would 
be an election at the plant? A. I don't remember. 
Q. You don't remember? A. No. 
Q. Did Mr. Appel mention anything about an election? 
A. I don't remember. : 
Q. You don't remember? A. No. | 
Q. What else did he say besides retirement benefits? | A. Well, 
about more pay, more vacation pay, for hospital, they would get more 
money for hospital bills. | 
Q. Did Mr. Appel ask you to tell Mrs. Rizza that if she signed 
the card, she would get these benefits? A. If they would succeed in 
unionizing the shop, yes. i 
Q. That she would get these benefits, and she listened to this and 
then signed? A. Yes. | 
. Did she ask any questions about union dues? A. No. 
. Did she ask any questions about initiation fees? A. No. 


. Did she ask if anybody else had signed the card in the shop? 
| i 
: | 

. What was she told? A. Pardon? 

. What was she told? A. What I told her? 


_ What did Mr. Appel tell you to tell her? A. That many 


. Many? A. Many cards were signed. : 
. Most of the people had signed. Didn't he say most of the peo- 
ple had signed? 
MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. Well, many, most. 
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Q. Well, he said most of the people had signed. He said tell her 
most of the people signed in the shop, and he wanted her to sign, isn't 
that what he said? A. Well, he said most of the people signed. 

Q. She signed after that statement, isn't that true? A. I don't 
remember when. 

* 

Whereupon, 

LUCCIA MAZZOTTA 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please be seated and state your name and 
address. 

THE WITNESS: My name is Lucia Mazzotta, 64 Standish Street, 
Hartford. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would the Reporter please read the name. 

I will have to ask you please to.keep your voice up. Now, will you please 
state your name again. 

THE WITNESS: My name is Lucia Mazzotta. I live at 64 Standish 
Street, Hartford, Connecticut. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Now, if you would like to, you can 
put your bag andihat here. You might be more comfortable. 

Proceed, counsel. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Mazzotta, I show you a card that we 


have marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 6, and I 


ask you if you can recollect that? A. Yes. That's my name right over 
here. I wrote this, this and this. Y 
Q. Excuse me, Mrs. Mazzotta. Is that your signature on there? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And is this card written in Italian? A. No, it's written in 


English. 
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Q. You can take a look at it closely, now. A. Oh, this here I 
didn't read it. : 

Q. I see. Is this card written in Italian, Mrs. Mazzotta? A. I 
didn't read it — Yes, it's written in Italian. | 

Q. And do you speak Italian? A. Yes. 


Q. And do you read Italian? A. Yes. 

Q. I see. Now, will you tell us please who made the other entries 
onthe card? A. I really don't know because I didn't write this, and 
I didn't write that, but I wrote that here. ! 

Q. Isee. Your name is in pencil, is that correct? A. That's 


right. 
Q. And I see that this address is in pencil, is that right? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. And you wrote the address? A. That's right. 

Q. I see that there is a marking. It says Marie Phillips in pencil. 
A. I didn't write that, no, and I didn't write the date. 

Q. Do you know when this card was signed? A. Yes. 

Q. When was it signed? A. I don't remember the date when 
I signed it. 
Q. Can you fix for us the time of the year? A. eu I really 
don't know. I know it was sometime in October, but I don't know the 
exact date. : 

Q. But you do know it was sometime in October? A. Sometime 
in October. | 

Q. I see, and who had given you this card, Mrs. Mazzotta? 
A. I found it in the drawer, because I got a telephone call one night 
after work. 

Q. From who? A. From, I think his name is Mr. ee 

Q. Yes. A. And he told me that he want to organize union, and 
I says, "For what"? 
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He says, "Well, the only thing I want you to sign is your name 
and address. Nobody knows nothing, and nobody sees nothing. 

So I says, "Why, I says, I am at an age almost to retire. I got 
my husband and sick father. Why do you want to bother me"? 

He says, "You just sign this. You will find it in the drawer, and 
nobody will know nothing.” 

But if I knew just as much as now, I never would have signed. 

Q. All right. That may be so. Mr. Fiamma did get in touch 
with you, is that correct? IfI understand what you're saying correctly, 
he told you you would find a card in the drawer? A. Inthe drawer. 

. Was this your drawer? A. In the machine. 

. At the plant? A. At the plant. 

. And did you find a card in the drawer? A. Inthe drawer. 

. And this is the card you found? A. That's the card I found. 

. And was that when you signed the card? 

. [found it in the drawer, andI sign. I put it in the drawer, 
and I don't know who took it or what. 

Q. I see. And was that the last you saw the card? A. That 
was the last I saw the card. 

Q. You put it back in the drawer the same day you found it in 
the drawer? A. That's right. 

Q. And did you look at that drawer later on in the day? 

A. Well, sometimes we take bobbins and things like that, and I noticed 


the thing was gone. I don't know who took it or why. 


Q. You put it in the drawer, and you noticed some time later it 
was gone from the drawer? A. Yes. 

Q. Was it the same day? A. I guess so. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Mazzotta, you say you put it back into the drawer? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Had this come up in your conversation with Mr. Fiamma? 
A. Well, the only thing he told me on the phone that he was going to 
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join Union, but I didn't know if it was for the men or for the women be- 
cause he says to me, "I wouldn't hurt nobody. I am a man with a family, 
and I've got children," he says. '’You only got to sign it.” He ieee 
it about three times to sign it. 

Q. Mrs. Mazzotta, did Mr. Fiamma or anybody else for that mat- 
ter tell you what to do with the card after you signed it? A. No. The 
only thing they said, "You put it in the drawer, and nobody “es and no- 
body knows." | 

Q. So he did tell you to put it back in the drawer, is that right? 
A. That's right. 


* * 


VOIR DIRE 


* 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
* * * * * 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Can you read and understand Italian? 
A. I can't read very well in Italian. I came here when I was ten years 
old, so I don't read too well in Italian. 
Q. You have a limited education? A. No. ; 
Q. You do not understand — You do not read Italian? | A. No. 
Q. So even if you wanted to, you couldn't read — | 
MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Whether or not you can read and under- 
stand this card? A. No. | 
MR. JACOBSON: Objection. | 
@# TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. You don't have to stand up here, 
counsel. 
MR. JACOBSON: At.this moment, I feel comfortable, Mr. Trial 
Examiner. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I'll ask you to go back to your seat. 
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MR. SUDARSKY: . Thank you; Mr. Trial Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMENER: I'm referring to Mr. Jacobson. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) If you knew and understood, Mrs. Mazzota, 
that this card was going to be handed to a member of the Union, would 


you have signed the card? A. No. 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 
MR. BROWN: And ask the Examiner to strike the answer. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It's stricken. The answer is stricken. 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) When Mr. Fiamma asked you to sign this 


card, did he make it clear to you what you were signing? A. No. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) He did not make it clear to you? A. No. 
He just said sign a card. Nobody sees — nobody knows nothing. Sol 
thought I'd sign just to help him out. As I say, I didn't know if it was 
for the men union or what. The only thing he says, "Sign the card. 
Nobody knows and nobody sees." 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, may that answer be stricken. 
It's not responsive. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, it may stand. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you think there was a difference be- 
tween a man union and a woman union? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I don't know. I never was in union, so I don't know. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) You had no idea to whom this card would 
go? A. No. 
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Q. Or who would pick itup? A. No. 
Q. When you signed it, did you think it would stay in the drawer? 
MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

A. L knew he was going to pick it up, but I didn't think it was going to be 


a lot of trouble. If it was going to give me a lot of trouble, I would have 


never signed it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Have you had a lot of trouble? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I came here. I lost a day of work. You get 
a headache. You get nervous. For what? I'm in a hurry to go home. 
My father is 97 years old. I've got to cook, so hurry up, please. 


* * * * 


Room 262 

Federal Building 

Main Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 
Thursday, May 11, 1967 


* * ! * 
Whereupon, 
CONCETTA CAMBRIA 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Please be seated, and you may if you wish 
put your handbag up there on the floor. Fine. State your name and ad- 
dress, please. 
THE WITNESS: Concetta Cambria, 51 Parker Street, Hartford, 
Connecticut. | 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Miss Cambria, have you been Neamorel 
by Marie Phillips? A. Yes. 
Q. And how long have you been employed by Marie Phillips? 
A. Well, to tell you the truth, I don't remember if it's 16, 18) years or 
14. -I don’t know which, but it's no less than 14. 
@. And what job have you held during these 14 odd years? 
A. Machine operator. 
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Q. Now, directing your attention to the evening of May 10, 1967, 
which I believe was last night, did you have occasion to speak to any 
member of the company's management? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you speak to any person from the com- 
pany last night? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the relevance of this? 

MR. BROWN: The relevance, Your Honor, is that it has come to 
the attention of the General Counsel, prior to the opening of the hearing 
today, that there are matters which will necessitate an amendment of 
the complaint. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, if there is an amendment of the com- 


plaint in order, then move to amend the complaint; but I don't see any- 


thing in this complaint that deals with anything that happened last night. 

MR. BROWN: All right. Your Honor, we are trying to lay the 
foundation. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You can move to amend the complaint, but 
I'm not going to take testimony on anything that’s not in issue. 

MR. BROWN: Fine, Your Honor. We so move to amend the com- 
plaint. Mr. Rosemere has the amendment. I will ask that Mr. Rosemere 
be allowed to read the amendment. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, if Your Honor please, that catches us by 
surprise. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Maybe so, sir. 

MR. ROSEMERE: General Counsel moves to amend paragraph 13 
of the complaint by the insertion of subsection "u" to read, "On or about 
May 10, 1967, Minnie Pricone interrogated, coerced and threatened its 
employees with loss of employment and benefits because of their activi- 
ties on behalf of*ttié Union. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Have you concluded? | 
MR. ROSEMERE: No, sir. We propose to further amend ‘para- 
graph 13 by the insertion of subsection "'v" to read, "Respondent, through 
its agent, Minnie Pricone, on or about May 10, 1967, discharged its em- 


ployee, Concetta Cambria, because of her activities on behalf of the 


Union. 
Consistent with the. moved amendments under paragraph 13, we 
move to amend paragraph 16 thereof by adding subsection "a" under 16 
to read, "By the agent described above in paragraph 13(v), Respondent 
did discriminate against its employees in violation of Section 8(a)(3) of 
the Act. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Have you concluded your motion? 
MR. ROSEMERE: Yes, sir. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Any objection? | 
MR. SUDARSKY: Yes, Your Honor. This, of course, catches us 
completely by surprise, and apparently this is some complained inci- 
dent that occurred last night. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, sir. | 
MR. SUDARSKY: Now, to prepare ourselves properly for the 
meeting of such testimony, indeed, for the proper pleading to such tes- 
timony, we require an immediate postponement. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, in other words, you are requesting 
now an immediate postponement of this case. The motion is denied. 
Do you have any further objections to the motion to amend the complaint? 
MR. SUDARSKY: It's untimely. As far as we are concerned, we 
haven't had any opportunity to plead to it. May I just have a moment? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, it isn't even an amendment as yet. 
You have got nothing to plead to yet. You can talk about an opportunity 
to plead to it after I decide the motion. Have you any other objection 
to the motion to amend? 4 


MR. SUDARSKY: Just a moment. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Mr. Examiner, it is my understanding that all 
of the. charges set forth in the complaint presently before us are charges 
that have been fully investigated and are brought only after an investiga- 
tion process by the Regional Director. 

Now comes a new charge that has been added. There has been 

no investigation or examination of witnesses. It's thrown at us 
in the midst of trial, and it brings to our attention a new section of the 
Act, completely beyond the pursuant scope of the original complaint and 
proceedings, and we feel it's improper at this time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The motion is granted. Now, do 
you wish to answer at this time, or do you wish sometime to answer. 

MR. SUDARSKY: We would need time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You will be given a reasonable 
length of time to interpose an answer. In the meanwhile, I am going to 
permit the testimony to be elicited at this time. Should you, of course, 
admit it, which is unlikely I assume, but should you admit it, then the 
testimony can be ignored; but if you deny it, then the testimony is here. 

Now, before you proceed with questioning the witness, I think the 
record should reflect that before the hearing commenced, there was an 


off-the-record discussion among counsel and the trial examiner, whereby 


counsel stated that they wished at this time to have the rule requiring 
sequesteration to be revoked. Am I correct, Mr. Siegel ? 

MR. SIEGEL: That is correct, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And Mr. Brown ? 

MR. BROWN: Yes, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And Mr. Jacobson? 

MR. JACOBSON: That is correct, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. With the agreement of all parties, 
the rule requiring that the witnesses be sequesterated is revoked. 
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MR. SIEGEL: May I also ask the Examiner to have the record 
note that the Respondent indicated that, while it will not utilize any at- 
tempts to invoke the rule in the future on a "yo-yo" basis — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Or on a frivolous basis. 

MR. SIEGEL: Or on a frivolous basis, that if in our judgment we 
believe that in order to guarantee the authenticity of testimony that it 
may be necessary to again request the Examiner to invoke the rule, 
we would not be precluded from making the request. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You will not be precluded from making that 
request, and I will not consider your present condition detrimental. I 
will consider your request at the time it's made. | 

MR. SUDARSKY: Mr. Examiner, may I be heard briefly about 
the procedure here now to take place? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, sir. | 

MR. SUDARSKY: We have followed a fairly orderly npoeecare up 
until this time. Now we are meeting and having injected a situation that 
is out of context chronologically and beyond the scope of the original 

pleadings. Now, it seems to me in the interest of fairness and 
justice and orderly procedure, that this witness should first be ques- 
tioned on perhaps the signing of the card before injecting this new evi- 
dence into the procedure at this time when we are not prepared to meet 
it and when it catches us by surprise and when it is not in order and in 


accordance with the order that has been following preceding to this 


point. ; 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, of course, you have this as the situa- 
tion, Mr. Sudarsky. Should this witness testify as to the newly alleged 
matters in the complaint, should she testify at this time, you have all 

the more opportunity to prepare a defense. The sooner you know what 
this witness has to say in connection with these matters, the better ad- 


vised you are as to what you have to meet. 
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MR. SUDARSKY: Well, I have understood your order to order us 
to proceed immediately with a cross-examination of these witnesses as 
the witness has offered testimony. We have not been allowed time to 
prepare an orderly cross-examination. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, this is one occasion when I think I will 
favorably consider a request by you to defer cross-examination of this 
witness. 

MR. BROWN: And the General Counsel at this point, Your Honor, 
concerning the testimony of the witness on the newly alleged matter, 


the General Counsel would not in any way object, recognizing the 


factor of surprise and would allow cross-examination as to this particu- 


lar new allegation to be deferred pending the direction of the Court as 
to a reasonable time to prepare. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. SUDARSKY: And may the record show that we object to the 
testimony being elicited at this time and that we object to the procedure 
being followed as a matter of record. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, your objection is overruled. Proceed, 
counsel. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, Your Honor. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Cambria, directing your attention to 
the evening of May 10, 1967, did you have any occasion on that date to 
speak to any member of the company's management? A. Mrs. Pricone 
called me, as she always did. 

Q. Now, I must ask you this, Mrs. Cambria, in order for the tes- 
timony to be understood by the bench, it must be brought out by my 
questions, SO if you would be so kind just +o answer my questions, of 
course, adding anything else you want, but just to answer my questions 
so the bench may understand. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Your Honor, we object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. The witness did 
not precisely answer the question. She was simply asked did she have 
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an occasion to speak to management. It calls for yes or no. She was 


volunteering. 

MR. SUDARSKY: May she be asked to answer it yes or no? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of course, so the question simply is did 
you have occasion to speak to a member of management last night ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And who was that? A. Mrs. Pricone. 

Q. How did you know? A. I know her voice like my own. 

Q. Did you speak to her inperson? A. Onthe phone, 

Q. Isee. And what did Mrs. Pricone say to you, and what did 
you say to Mrs. Pricone? A. She says to me that she never ex- 
pected me to join the Union, and she couldn't believe it being friendly 
with her asIam. So[I told her, I says, "There's no harm in. it. We at 
says, "Everybody's joining, and I did the same." She wanted to know 
if I had said anything against them. I says, "No." She told me, she 
said, "You know, in doing that, you know you lost your job. You lost 
the insurance." i 

I says, "Look," I said, ''Please don't say any more because I 
don't care about no insurance." I told her before the strike went in 
that I was going to stay home, that my husband was not 2 You, Mr. 

Brown, was up my house. | 

Q. Well, I'm not getting into that. I'm just asking sie | about the 
conversation. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just tell us what you said to Mrs. Pricone. 

THE WITNESS: I told her I was going to stay home. My husband 
was not well. When the strike went on, I stayed home, and that was it. 
She called me and I told her, I says, "Listen," I says, "I can't come 
into work." , 

TRIAL EXAMINER: when was this? | 

THE WITNESS: Oh, this is about three, four weeks. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, just stick — 

MR. SUDARSKY: This is not responsive to the question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's stricken. It's stricken. Just tell us what 
the conversation was last night. 

THE WITNESS: That's what it was. She told me you're out of a 


job. You lost your job. You lost the insurance. I have been holding 


the insurance. I says, "Look," i says, 'y don't care what I am losing, 
and I don't care about the job." To me my husband comes first. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) All right, fine. Mrs. Cambria, did she tell 
you why you had lost your job? 

MR. SUDARSKY: That's leading. I object to the question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is leading. The objection is sustained. 

THE WITNESS: What's — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was or was not anything said about why you 
were losing your job? 

THE WITNESS: Because I had — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. Was there, or was there not anything 
said about why you were losing your job? Just yes or no. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And what did she say to you as to why you 
were losing sour job? A. Because I had joined the Union. 

@. Now, you testified, Mrs. Cambria, that this happened during 
a telephone conversation? A. Yes. 

@. Now, did you call Pricone or did Mrs. Pricone call you? 
A. She called me. 

Q. Do you remember what time of the evening this phone call 
Look place? A. Bob Hope's television show goes on 9:00 o'clock. It 
inust fave been between 15 minutes after that because I was going to 
bed. 

Q. Sol gather you're saying around 9:15, is that right? 
A. About 9:15. 
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Q. Was anything said about you signing a card? 


A. Signing a card? Yes. 
Q. What did Mrs. Pricone say about signing acard? A. She 


said, "You signed with the Union"? I says, ''Yes." 

Q. Is that all there was to that part of the conversation? 
A. That is all. She starts screaming. She gets excited. I says, '"Look, 
let me talk to your brother-in-law." She says, 'My brother-in-law is 
not here. He's over his granddaughter's house." I says, "Look, I can't 
talk to you any more. Let's forget it." 

@. And who's Mrs. Pricone's brother-in-law? A. Right there. 
Mr. Rametta. 

Q. Mr. Frank Rametta? A. That's right. | 

Q. Did you report to the plant this morning for work? A. No, 
I haven't worked since the strike. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you go out on strike? 

THE WITNESS: The first day that I got there, the strike was 
going on. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you join the strike, or didn't you? 

THE WITNESS: I went home. I didn’t bother with it. — 

MR. BROWN: May I have the witness’ answer ? 

(The last answer was read back by the Reporter.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You didn't bother with what? You say, "I 
didn't bother with it.” 

THE WITNESS: I didn't bother with the strike. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Were you working up to the day of the strike? 
A. The day before. 

Q. The day before? A. Ona Monday, and the strike happened 
on a Tuesday morning. 

Q. And did you go to work on that Tuesday morning? A. No. 
I seen that they were all hitting one another, and I walked away. I was 
across the sidewalk, and I stayed there and went home. 
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Q. And have you gone back to work since the day of the strike? 
A. No. 

Q. Have you been a regular employee of Marie Phillips? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Would you characterize yourself as an — 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. BROWN: I apologize. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) One final question, Mrs. Cambria, before 
we go to other matters. From the time that you did not go into work 
on the day of the strike, have you received strike benefits from the 
Union? A. What? 

Q. Have you received any regular payment of money from the 
Union? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) From the Union since the time that you did 
not go into work on February the 7th? A. You mean — 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection as to relevance. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) In other words, are you getting strike bene- 


fits from the Union? A. Oh. They did send me strike benefits, yes. 


Q. And did they send it to you from the time that you went on 
strike or — Strike that. And have they sent you the strike benefits 
from the time that you did not go into work on the day of February the 
7th? A. I. think it was about, two, three weeks after. 

Q. You mean from the time that you did not go to work for a per- 
iod of three to four weeks, they were sending you the money? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When did they last send you money? 

THE WITNESS: What's that? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: When did the Union last send you money? 

THE WITNESS: Two weeks ago, I guess, or last week. I don't 

know. I don't remember last week I think it was. | 

Q. Oh, last week. And you haven't received any money this week? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you usually receive the money on a certain day of the 
week? A. No. It would be some time on Thursday. Sometime they'd 
send it on a Friday. | 

Q. I see. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I wonder if I understand your testimony. Is 
it your testimony or isn't it your testimony that you first received 
money from the Union about three or four weeks after the strike beyan. 
Is that what your testimony is, or do I misunderstand it? | 

THE WITNESS: No. That's what it is. After three or four weeks. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: This is when you first received money from 
the Union? | 

THE WITNESS: That's right. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) And you have been receiving it ever since? 
A. Yes. 


Q. May you answer because the Reporter has to take it, 
A. Yes, up to last week. | 

MR. BROWN: May we have a moment, Your Honor, nepee? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did Mrs. Pricone during your conversation 
last night ask you why you signed a Union card? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. BROWN: The grounds for the sustention? 


TRIAL EXAMINER: It's leading. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did Minnie Pricone discuss with you your 
Union card last night ? 

MR. SUDARSKY: That's objected to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Was or was not anything said about a Union card last night ? 

THE WITNESS: She asked me — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. Just was or was not? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And what was said about a Union card last 
night ? 

MR. SUDARSKY: This is repetitious. I remember this question 
was asked and answered completely a few minutes ago. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What was said? A. She asked me didI 
join the Union. Why I was so friendly with her, and I did that, and she 
didn't believe it, and I says, "J did the same as the others.” 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What, if anything, was said about a Union 
card, or was anything said about a Union card? And if so, what? 

THE WITNESS: I told her that I signed with the Union. That is 
all. Naturally, I have got to sign a card. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Cambria, I show you what has 
been marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit 8 and ask 
you if you can identify this Exhibit? A. That's mine. 

Q. And what is it? A. It's a Union card. 

Q. Is this your signature on the card? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you fill out the entire card? A. That's right. 

Q. And when was this card signed? A. I think it was in Octo- 
ber sometime. 

Q. Well, see if you can remember when the card was signed? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, now, I object to this method of procedure. 
The counsel has offered the witness an Exhibit, a piece of paper, and 
there isn't a question of refreshment of recollection here, Mr. Exam - 


iner. He's asked her if she recalled without refreshing her recollection. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: And she said it was some time in October. 
He's now handing her a card and asking her to look at it and see if she 

can then state with better recollection when she signed the card. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Shouldn't she first answer yes or not whether 
she remembers the date she signed the card? 

I have an exception. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, I show the card and ask you if you can 
recall when exactly in October the card was signed? A. October the 
12th, 1966. | 

Q. And are you sure of that? A. Absolutely. 

Q. And who — You testified that you filled out the entire card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, she did. You don't have to ask her again. 

. (By Mr. Brown) Okay, fine. Now, Mrs. Cambria, how did you 
come into possession of this card? A. I went to Benny Fiamma and 
asked him for a card to join the Union. He gave it to me, and I signed 
it right there, and I went home over his house. 

Q. And after you signed the card, what did you do with it? A. I 
gave it to him. I left it with him. 


Q. And by Benny, you mean Benny Fiamma? A. That's right. 
MR. BROWN: I offer General Counsel's Exhibit marked for iden- 
tification No. 8 into evidence. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Any objection? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I would like to see it, yes. 

MR. BROWN: Oh, Your Honor, this is highly irregular conduct. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sit down, please, sir, there's nothing irregu- 
lar going on. 

MR. SIEGEL: I am examining the original of the document. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, proceed, counselor. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I would like to question with Se to the date, 
Mr. Examiner. 


52 


VOIR DIRE 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mrs. Cambria, perhaps I misunderstood 


you when you testified on direct, but did you say that you filled in this 
whole card? A. That's right. 
Q. I didn't hear you? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, did I also understand that you filled in the date of this 
card? A. That's right. 
Q. Now, do I understand that you filled in the date of this card 
approximately — well, some date in October? A. Yes. 
Q. And when the card was shown to you, then you confirmed that 
it was on October 12, 1966? 
A. I knew it was sometime in October, but the exact date I didn't 
know it. 
Q. Now, is it possible that you filled in all of the card, but not 
the date? A. No, I filled the whole thing. 
Q. Are you certain that you filled in the date of the card? 
A. Positively. 
Q. Now, did you sign your name where it said signature? Did 
you sign your name in full? A. I signed my name to it. 
Q. Yes. Do you have a middle initial, or do you sign your name 
without a middle initial? A. Without a middle initial. 
Q. So you signed your name Concetta Cambria where it says 
signature; is that right? A. Right. 
. Did you fill in where it says address? A. Address? 
. Yes. A. Sure. The address is there, isn't it? 
. Well, did you fill itin? A. Of course, I did. 
_ You did. And what did you put down where it says address? 
. What did I put down where it says address? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: The card speaks for itself, sir. You don't 
have to ask her what's on the card. The card speaks for itself. 
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MR. SUDARSKY: I'm questioning on the card, Mr. Examiner, as 
to whether or not she filled out every aspect of this card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Right. Yes, you can ask her that. 

MR. SUDARSKY: And particularly with respect to the date. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And you can ask her if she filled in the date. 
You can ask her if she put down the address. But you don't have to ask 
her what's on the card. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you fill in your phone number ? 

- No. 

Q. You didnot? A. I don't remember the phone number to tell 
you the truth. | 

Q. So you did not fill in the phone number? A. I don't remem- 
ber. | 


Q. Now, with respect to the city, did you put in the city?) A. I 
| 


don't remember that either. | 

Q. You don't remember? A. I filled in my name, address, and 
that is all. | 

Q. And that is all. Now, so then, there is a question as to whether 
or not you did put in the date. The date looks like it’s ina different 
handwriting. A. All right. Do you want me to write that over right 
here? | 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, I have an objection, and counsel should 
await the bench's ruling on my objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, the objection is sustained, 
A. If a want me to write that over again, I'll write it. 

. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Just a minute, Mrs. Cambria. You don't 
recall Se you — You know that you put in the signature, and you know 
that you put in the — | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 


54 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Was there a question on the card with re- 
spect to craft, c-r-a-f-t? A. I don't remember that because to tell 


you the truth, I filled in the card. I was in a hurry, and I put whatever 
it called for and that is all. 

Q. Well, if the card called for craft, did you fill in something 
where it says craft? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) I don't recall receiving an answer to that 


question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She said she filled in everything that's on 
there. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, I'm asking her particular with respect to 
craft. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She said she wrote — 

THE WITNESS: That's on there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is everything on this card in your handwrit- 
ing ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. If you want me to write it over, I will 
do it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind volunteering that. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you fill in the bottom line where it 
asks for city? Did you put in — 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, I will object to this card. Mrs. 
Cambria, did I understand that you were walking to work one day — 
A. I was walking to work? 

Q. If I understood this correctly, that you were walking to work 
one day, and there was kicking and pushing and shoving? 


55 


MR. BROWN: Objection, Your Honor. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind. Don't answer the question’ I 
have sustained the objection. ! 

MR. BROWN: If I may suggest, Your Honor, as we have done in 
the past and as is so usual in these proceedings, if the Court could in- 
struct the witnesses as to the procedure followed. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do not answer a question pending if: I sus- 

tained the objection. 

MR. BROWN: Explain to the witness the meaning of the rule 
sustained and overruled. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, we will get along. 

MR. BROWN: All right. 

MR SUDARSKY: Now, I understand, Mr. Examiner, I would like, 
if you would, to be enlightened on the procedure. I understand am 
questioning merely to this Exhibit. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That is all that you're doing right now. 
You're only on voir dire. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I'm not waiving my right to question in detail. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You are not waiving your right to further 
cross-examine this witness, particularly with respect to an alleged 
discharge. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Thank you. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, you say you went to see Benny 


Fiamma, or did he come to see you? A. I went to see him. 
Q. You went toseehim? A. That's right. 
Q. Now, what prompted you to go to see Benny Fiamma? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Where did you meet with Mr. Fiamma? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Do I have to answer the question? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: He worked in the shop with us. 

TRIAL. EXAMINER: No. Where did you see him when you signed 
the card? Where were you? 

THE WITNESS: Over his house. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) You%-eit to see him at his home? 

A. That's right. 

Q. Andhis address? A. That's right on Standish Street. 

Q. Standish Street? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: This is not proper voir dire. This has noth- 
ing to do with the card. Is it an authentic card? That's what we have 
voir dire for. Is it an authentic card? 

MR. SUDARSKY: And the circumstances of the signing of the 
card. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The circumstances, fine, but I don't think 
his address has anything to do with the circumstances the card was 
signed under. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I was getting to the circumstances. . 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, get to the circumstances. I'm certain 
you were trying to be as expeditious as possible, but I am now ordering 
you not to ask her where the address was. 

You have an exception. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) So you met with Mr. Fiamma in his home? 
A. That's right. 

Q. Andthe date? A. The same date that's on the card. 

Q. You met with him just once? A. — 


MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. | 
A. I seen him every day. He was in front of the shop. He i in 


the shop. I used to see him every day. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, then, you discussed this card with 
him — the signing of this card? A. I know what the Union is. I have 
been in it before. | 

Q. Oh, you were a member of the Union before? A. That's 
right. | 

Q. Isee. A. I know what the Union is. I heard se 
signed up, and I went for the card, and I signed it. 

Q. All right. Now, I'd like to know what you said when you met 
with Mr. Fiamma? What did you saytohim? A. I just asked him 
for a card, that I wanted to sign with the Union. | 

Q. Well, did you say "hello" to him? Did you greet him? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

THE WITNESS: Do you want me to tell — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. I don't want to have any testimony as 
to what he had to eat, whether you said hello or good-by. Stick to what 
was said about the card. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Mr. Examiner, I understand the circumstances 
of the signing of the card are very relevant. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You're right. Get to the circumstances - 
not whether or not she said hello to him. That's my ruling. You have 
your exception. : 

MR. SUDARSKY: May my exception please be noted. I am asking 
preliminary questions with respect to the circumstances. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, if you would please, your first words 
to him pertaining to the signing of the card and exactly what you said to 
him, please? A. I went to his house, and I asked Benny, "I understand 
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you have cards for the Union. Let me have one. I want to sign it.” I 
signed it in front of him in the kitchen table, and I left. 
Q. Now, you're under oath, of course, you know. 


MR. BROWN: Objection. 
A. That's right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER:. Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) I want you to look at the date on that card. 
I want you to look at the card. A. Yes. 

Q. You have just testified that you didn't fill in your phone num- 
ber, didn't you? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
A. Yes, that is, I didn't remember that I had filled, to tell you the truth. 
This is my — I can write it over again and verify with it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that your handwriting — the phone number? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) The phone number is your handwriting ? 
A. That's right. 

Q. So now you did then put in the phone number, although you — 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
A. I didn't remember it. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Although you didn't remember it? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, then, if you were wrong about the 
phone number, you could be wrong about the date, too? Could you not? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. Never mind. Don't answer. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, will you take a good look at the date 
and I ask you this question, whether or not you remember — I'm not 


asking whether that's your handwriting — I'm asking you whether or 
not you remember whether you personally, and nobody else, Mrs. 
Cambria, filled in that date? A. Yes. | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. This is my handwriting right here, and I told you it was in’ October, 
but I didn't remember the date, but there it is. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you write that date on there? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

THE. WITNESS: You want me to write it over again? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, no. Never mind now, please, don't! 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, you testified that you worked for 
Marie Phillips for several years — at least 14 years. You weren't 
sure whether it was 140r 16. A. No, I don't because I didn't keep 
track of it. : 

Q. But you had worked for them for at least 14 years? 

A. That's right, andI — 

Q. And you were friendly with Mrs. Pricone and Mr. Rametta? 
A. That's right. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of course, you realize you're now engaging 
in cross-examination. Now, you sought an opportunity to delay and re- 
frain from cross-examination. 

If you are continuing, it will be obvious to me that you are ready 
for cross-examination. All right. This is not voir dire. | 

MR. SUDARSKY: It is my intention to restrict any questioning 
to voir dire, and my purpose in — | 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm putting you on notice that I don't consider 


you're doing it. If you want to find out whether she was friendly with 


Mrs. Pricone, this has nothing to do with the authenticity of the card. 

MR. BROWN: I would offer to move on the card. 

THE WITNESS: Can I ask a question, please, of Mr. Rametta? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. 

THE WITNESS: Don't laugh because it's the truth. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, never mind. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) When you talked with Mr. Fiamma, at the 
time you signed this card, did you tell him that you understood that all 
of the people in the shop had signed cards? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Did I — I knew a lot of them had signed, so I 
signed the same as the rest. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) It was your belief that a lot of the people 
or most of the people had signed cards? A. That's right. 

Q. And you believed you were not one of the first ones but one 
of the later ones to sign cards? A. Later — 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Subjective intent. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Later, but not the last? A. No. 

Q. But you did believe a great number had signed cards before 
you? A. That's right. 

Q. Was the matter of an election discussed with Mr. Fiamma? 
A. No. No election. No talk at all. 

Q. About an election? A. No. 

Q. Had you ever signed a card? Is this the only card that you 
signed? A. For what? For the Union? 

Q. For Marie Phillips? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. Yes. While you were working for Marie Phillips, is tis the 
only card you signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Just signed — i 
A. That's the only card that I know. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, gentlemen. 

MR. BROWN: How long are we going to go on voir dire? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I intend to go along until I am sure that I have 
protected Marie Phillips. pees 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, address yourself to me, caCE 
not to each other during the course of the hearing. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, with respect to the date, you did fill 
in — you say — the date on the card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She has testified at least five times, Mr. 
Sudarsky. Please get on to a new matter. 

MR. SUDARSKY: This is the next question I would like to ask. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) What date — Whether the date you filled 
in on the card is the very date to your knowledge that you signed the 
card? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 
MR. BROWN: It's been asked and answered, Your Honor. 


A. Because I signed the card that night and left it to him, and I never 


seen the card any more. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) But could it be that the date you signed 
the card was a different date — the date you actually signed the card 
was a different date from the date on the card? 


62 


MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
A. No. This is my handwriting. I can write this all over again to a 


you that this is right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You will have to get on to a new matter, Mr. 
Sudarsky. I have had enough about that date. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you attend any meetings? <A. Meet- 


ings ? 

Q. Yes. A. No, sir. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
A. No, never attended no meetings. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, now, for the record, we will object to the 
admission of the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, your objection is overruled. The 
card is received in evidence. Where is the card? 

MR. BROWN: I believe Mr. Sudarsky was questioning from it. 
Oh, it's right here. 


(The document above-referred to, 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 8, 
was received in evidence.) 


THE WITNESS: Mr. Brown? 

MR. BROWN: I can’t speak to you. Just one second. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, you gentlemen are through with your 
examination at this time? 

MR. SUDARSKY: On voir dire, yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have nothing further? 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I have one or two ques- 
tions. iM 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the voir dire? 

MR. JACOBSON: No, not on voir dire. Are you finished with 
yours? 


63 
| 

MR. BROWN: I have only got the card to be moved now as to its 
admissibility. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, the card is in evidence. | 

MR. BROWN: It's admitted? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. Now, you say you have some questions? 

MR. JACOBSON: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And I think that counsel for Respondent would 


like to have you ask your questions now, SO they will have more oppor- 


tunity to prepare their defense. Proceed, counsel. | 


MR. BROWN: Well — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes? 

MR. JACOBSON: May we have a moment? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may have a moment. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have no questions, sir? 

MR. JACOBSON: They have not finished their direct. 

MR. BROWN: I have more questions. Excuse me, we had con- 
fusion at the counsel table. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Cambria, I show you what I nave marked 
as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 9 and ask you if you can identify this 
Exhibit? A. It's a woman that works in there — did work, = she's 
not working any more. 

Q. I see. Now, could you tell us what is that Exhibit I have given 
to you, in your own words? A. Frances LaPenta. | 

MR. BROWN: May I ask why counsel feels it necessary - 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, I wanted to look at what you offered the 
witness. | 

MR. BROWN: I put it on the counsel table — a Copy. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Sorry. We didn't see it. 
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MR. BROWN: Will the Reporter read back the answer, please. 
(The last answer was read back by the Reporter.) 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, was this authorization card signed in 


your presence? A. Yes. 

Q. Where? A. In the shop. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who signed it? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Who signed it? A. The one that works at 
the plant. 

Q. Well, would you please read her nametous? A. Frances 
LaPenta. 

Q. And you testified that Mrs. LaPenta signed the card in your 
presence? A. That's right. 

Q. And when was the card signed? A. Oh, she asked me for 
it one night going home, and I gave it to her a couple of days after, and 
I think she signed about 2, 3 days after I gave it to her. 

Q. Now, do you recall — 

MR. SUDARSKY: If Your Honor please, I'd like to be heard on 
this procedure. I think it is very important for us to identify with ex- 
actness the date on the card. I think it is highly incorrect to show a 
witness anything in writing with a date on it and ask if they recall the 

date while that object in writing is before them with the date on 
it. I think that the proper procedure would be to have counselor stand 
back from the witness and ask whether or not she recalls the date, and 
the witness should answer yes or no. If she does not, then — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think you're right. Do you recall the date? 
Don't look at the card. Do you recall what month? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, I don't remember the month or anything, but 
it must have been after I signed mine — November probably. I don't 
know — December — I don't remember. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do you remember — You say it was a month 
after you signed your card? Is that what your testimony was? A. I 


can't remember, but I know it was after mine. 
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. | 

Q. I see. Was it before Christmas? — A. I think it was before 
Christmas, yes. 

Q. Can you recall any more definitely when the card was ‘signed? 
A. No. 

Q. I show you — 

MR. SUDARSKY: The answer is no. Please, for the stenographer. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I show you what has been marked as’ General 
Counsel's Exhibit 9. I ask you to look at the card, to .read it thoroughly 
and tell me if this refreshes your recollection? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. Is counselor refreshing the witness' 
recollection? Is that the procedure? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Didn't you hear the question? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I did, but I — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. That's what he's doing. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I object to it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You're overruled. 

A. This is correct. That's her — 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What's correct? A. Her name, the address, 
Weathersfield, and she signed it. | 

Q. Now, I asked you before if on reading and looking at this card — 
A. Yes. 


Q. — it refreshes your recollection as to when exactly the card 


was signed? A. I don't remember because I didn't pay no attention 
to the date. I know it was after mine because she asked me — | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I think the witness has now testified very 
clearly that she knows the card was signed after hers. That itiwas 
about before Christmas, and she mentioned the month of November, and 
I don't know that she is definite about the month of November. ‘That's her 
testimony. Now, proceed to something else. | 
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MR. SUDARSKY: I think the record should show, Mr. Examiner, 
the testimony was elicited from the witness while the witness had be- 
fore her a memorandum in writing offered by counselor questioning. 

MR. BROWN: And I would suggest to the Court that counsel comes 
much too late in his objection as to this. 

E-PRIAL EXAMINER: He's not even objecting. He just wants the 
record to reflect that, and the record so reflects it. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, what did Mrs. LaPenta fill out, and 
what did you fill out on this card, if anything? A. Nothing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, what did Mrs. LaPenta fill out ? 

THE WITNESS: The whole card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And after she filled out the whole card, what 
did she do with it? A. She gave it to me. 

Q. And after she gave it toyou— A. I gave it to Benny. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Benny Fiamma, right ? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

MR. BROWN: I offer into evidence what has been marked for , 

identification General Counsel's Exhibit No. 9. I hand Respond- 
ent's counsel the original for examination. 

MR. SIEGEL: May we have a moment ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. Off the record. 

(A short recess was taken.) 
MR. SUDARSKY: During the recess, I would like to make it clear 


to the Trial Examiner that the witness approached Mr. Frank Rametta, 
President of Marie Phillips, said that, "He's like my father." We tried 
to restrain the witness. We asked her to please stay away, and we fi- 


nally persuaded her to leave. That was the extent of the conversation. 
Mr. Rametta replied nothing, that he could not talk to her, and she left. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Proceed, counsel. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I would like to examine this witness 
on the voir dire on this card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Frankly, that's highly unusual. I usually 
don't permit something like that. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, this is an entirely new matter, and I recognize 
the Examiner's position. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's the same witness, though. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, as I indicated, I have requesting the Exam- 
iner for permission to examine the witness solely on the voir dire on 
this card. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I appreciate that's all you' re asking to ex- 

amine here, but don't you think you want to reconsider it and let 
your co-counsel carry on with the job he's been doing with this witness ? 
It is highly unusual to have two attorneys representing one party _ 
examine the one witness. 

VOIR DIRE 
. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mrs. Cambria, did you approach! (Mrs. 
es or did Mrs. LaPenta approach you? A. Of what? : 

Q. You don't understand my question? A. No,I Ronity Will 
you please explain it. 

Q. Do I understand that this authorization card was signed i in 

‘your presence? A. Yes. : 

Q. Now, what were the circumstances leading up to the: signing 
of this card? A. To join the Union. 

Q. Did you approach Mrs. LaPenta, or did she eae you? 


| 
A. Mrs. LaPenta used to go home at 3:30 every night. So one night 


she asked me what was the commotion in the shop, that the Bis were 
all talking, and I told her. I said — 
Q. What was that? What day of the week was it? A. ‘Look, I 


don't know the date. It was one night. I can't do anything — The hour 
and the minute? We were going home, and she told me what was the 
commotion. I told her the Union was coming in. | 
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Q. What day of the week was — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don't interrupt the witness. You asked for 
the circumstances leading up to the signing of the card, and the witness 
is giving you an answer, SO she said she wanted to know what the com- 
motion was. Now, continue, please. 

THE WITNESS: I told her that the Union was coming in and the 
girls were joining. She says, "I'd like to join.” I says, "All right." 

So I got a card and gave it to her. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) What day of the week was it? A. Oh, 
God, I don't remember no date. I gave her the card — 

Q. Was it Monday or Tuesday or Wednesday? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

A. I don't remember no dates. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) So you don't remember no dates? A. No. 

Q. You don't recall the date that she signed this card? A. No, 

I don't. 

Q. Are you sure she signed the card? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. 

A. Look, I sit here and she sat over this side, and from here I can watch 
what the next girl is doing. And I seen her sign it. 

Q. What the next girl is doing. Who else is present when this 
card was signed? A. Nobody. Nobody. We were early in the morning. 

Q. Who did you mean by "next girl"? A. Iam sitting here on 
the sewing machine, and the machines are across. She sat on the sec-~ 
ond one. 


Q. She sits two machines from you? A. No. One here, and the 


next one from here. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Who sat in the one next to you? Is that it? 

THE WITNESS: No, right across. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She Sat on the one right across from 904? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) So this took place in the shop? h. That's 
right. | 

Q. A moment ago didn't you say one night we were Baie home? 
A. That's right. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Trying to confuse the witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SUDARSKY: The witness is contradicting herself. — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, she's not contradicting herself. She said 
one night she was going home at 3:30, and Mrs. LaPenta wanted to get 
acard. Now she's testifying about another time in the shop. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Is that correct that that took place a couple 
of days later? A. I brought the card a couple of days later. : 

Q. Yes. A. I gave it to her and I don't know, she took two, 
three days before she gave it to me back. She came and signed it in 
front of me. . 


Q. But she didn't give it to you? A: Of course she gave it to me. 
Q. Right then andthere? A. Why, of course. | 
Q. Didn't I understand you just to say two or three oi later she 


came back? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SUDARSKY? Well, maybe something is — . 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I understand what your problem is, but I think 
you're just confusing the witness with this. I understand the witness. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, I certainly don't. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: As I understand, is this correct that you gave 
the card to Mrs. LaPenta; two or three days later she signed the card 
in front of you and gave it to you? 
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THE WITNESS: That's right. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Well, what portion of the card did she sign — 
the top? The bottom? 

TRIAL - EXAMINER: Doesn't the card speak for itself? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I'm asking the witness. The witness has testi- 
fied that she saw her sign it. 


A. She signed the card where it's supposed to be signed. 


Q. And where is that? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did she fill in where it says address? 

A. She filled the whole card. 

Q. All in her writing? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 
A. Of course. 

Q. You saw this? A. Of course I seen it. 

Q. Is this card marked strictly confidential on the bottom ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It speaks for itself. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Do you know what's on this card? A. It's 
the same as mine — name, address, telephone number and the — what- 
ever she is — operator. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, now. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) I would like to have word for word your 
conversation with Mrs. LaPenta about the filling out of this card on the 
day she filled out the card. When it took place? Did it take place in 
the shop? And word for word the conversation. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

A. Ltold you I gave her — 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind. Never mind. 

MR. SIEGEL: May we have a minute, please? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, before we go off the rec- 


ord — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: We are off the record. We are off the record 


(Discussion off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, on the record. 

MR. JACOBSON: I must object to these frequent delays. We are 
taking almost all morning for one witness. How much time can this hear- 
ing possibly take? Counsels for the Respondents are, trying to drag this 
out. I mentioned this yesterday and the day before. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Your objection is overruled. I 
don't find that counsel is dragging this matter out. I assume they’ re 
gentlemen. They're competent attorneys. They intend to proceed as 

expeditiously as possible. I do think this case is taking very long. 
I wish it could proceed more quickly. You now have had enowgh time, 
though, haven't you? | 

MR. SUDARSKY: We'll do our best. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of course, you will. 

MR. SUDARSKY: May I continue? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes. 

. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, I ask you to look at this cand again 
now, Mrs. Cambria, and I want you to look at it carefully, and I want 
you to look at the first line where it says signature and the rest of the 
writing, andI want you-— A. Look, you want verify the card? Go 
get the woman and tell her. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, no. Never mind. 

(Laughter .) 
A. But that's all I can tell him. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: No, no. Now, don't volunteer anything. You 
just — Do you wear glasses? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I do. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, then, do you want to get your glasses ~ 
on. All right, now, counsel is just asking you to look at that card and 
then try and pay attention to his questions. 

THE WITNESS: What is it you want to know? 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Is it your testimony that she filled out, 
Mrs. LaPenta, that whole card and you saw her fill out the whole card? 
A. Yes. Yes. ; 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, please — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Please don't be repetitious will 
you please, sir? This case is taking awfully long. There is no need 
for being repetitious, at least. 

MR. JACOBSON: I'd also request that you instruct the witness 
once again that if there's an objection, she shall not answer the ques- 
tion until you have ruled upon — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. She's trying her best. I've told 


her that, to wait until I have ruled before you answer, but none the less, 


she's trying her best. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, I ask you to look at the Exhibit and 
see if the writing isn't different on the first line and the writing on the 
remainder of the card? : 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

A. I-— 
MR. BROWN: Sustained. 
TRIAL-EXAMINER: Never mind. Don't answer the question. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you have your glasses on? A. I have 
glasses on, yes. 

Q. Did you have them on when Mrs. LaPenta signed this card? 

A. Ihad my glasses on. I put them on ten minutes after seven when I 
get in there until I get out at night. | 

Q. Did you have them onwhen— A. I had them on, right. 

Q. And you saw her fill out the whole card? A. That's right. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. ! 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Does Mrs. LaPenta speak Buelish? 

A. She does. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

Q. Did — ! 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you communicate with her in English 
or Italian? A... In Italian and in English, both. 

Q. At the time of the signing of this card, did you communicate 
with Mrs. LaPenta in Italian or English? A. I gave her the ¢ard, 
and I told her, I says, "Fill it in as it is." | 

Q. In English or Italian? A. I told her in English. I says, 
"When you get all filled in," I says, "Come into the shop and you show 
it to me." So she filled it in. I looked at it. It was all right, and I put 
it in an envelope, and that was the end of it. . 


Q. Did she ask you any questions about the card? A. No, she 
understands well. 


Q. Did you read the top part of the card to her? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. | 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 
A. I didn't read nothing. She knows how to read in English and Italian, 
and she knows what to do. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did she hand the card back to you directly 
after filling it out? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q.. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, after filling this card out, she brought 
it back to you? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
A. She handed it over to me. Boy, this is murder! 

(Laughter .) 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Was the subject of an election discussed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. — 
A. No. No election. 

Q. An election was not discussed in any way? A. I heard no 
election of any kind. 

Q. Did you discuss the subject of Union dues? A. No Union 
dues. Nobody told me nothing about the Union dues or nothing. 


Q. Did you discuss with Mrs. LaPenta retirement benefits? 


A. How can [ tell her those things when I don't know? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you or didn't you. Well, then, you didn't. 

THE WITNESS: I did not. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) So there was no discussion with respect 
to any of these things — just the question of signing of the.card? 
A. That is all. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I trust you're about to conclude your voir 
dire, sir? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Very shortly. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did Mrs. LaPenta ask you at any time for 
the return of her card? A. What do you mean return of her card? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she ever ask you to give the card back 
to her? | 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) She did not? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She just said no. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I ask your Honor's indulgence. It's obvious 
that this woman is testifying in an ambiguous fashion. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: There is nothing ambiguous about her an- 
swer. Mrs. LaPenta did not ask this witness to give the card back to 
her. | 
MR. SUDARSKY: Mr. Examiner, the witness is contradicting — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Just proceed, now, counsel. | 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did Mrs. LaPenta ever sign another 
card in front of you? A. No. | 

Q. This is the only card? A. The only one. I gave her one, 
and she signed one, and that's all. | 

Q. When have you last seen Mrs. LaPenta? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Immaterial. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Was the card that Mrs. LaPenta signed 
an application for membership or a Union card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. The evidence speaks for itself 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you discuss with Mrs. LaPenta the 
meaning of the words "collective bargaining"? A. No. 

Q. The word "authorize." Did you discuss: that with Mrs. LaPenta? 
A. No. No, sir, nothing. | 

Q. Nothing? A. No. I gave her the card, and that was all. 

Q. You gave her the card and said sign it? A. I didn't tell her. 


I just say — She asked me for the card. I got the card, and I gave it to 
her. I told her to read it through, and that is all. 
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Q. Now, you got her the card on the same day she signed it or 


before? 


MR. BROWN: Objection. It’s been gone over and over. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. BROWN: The General Counsel must ask the Court to review 
in its own mind at this time whether this might not be a proper occasion 


for the Court to exercise its discretion and conclude the voir dire. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think the voir dire is going to conclude 
within one minute. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may proceed now, counsel, while you 
have the time. This has been a long time you have been on this. 

MR. SUDARSKY: We will object to the introduction of the card, 
Your Honor. Has it been offered as an Exhibit? 

MR. BROWN: Yes, it has. 

MR. SUDARSKY: We will objection to the introduction of the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. It’s received in 
evidence. 


(The document above-referred to, 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 9, 
was received in evidence.) 


MR. SUDARSKY: We would like to invite to your Honor's atten- 
tion the fact that there is some question about the similarity of hand- 
writing on the first line — the signature — and the remaining lines of 
the card. 

MR. BROWN: The General Counsel has nothing further with this 
witness, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes? 

MR. JACOBSON: Counsel for the Charging Party has one or two 
questions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead. 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mrs. Cambria, you previously testified 
that when Minnie Pricone called you last night she asked you if you had 
signed the Union card. Did she-ask you why you had signed the card? 
A. Yes. She says,- "Well, I didn't expect you to sign, being friendly 
with me." | 
Q. And what did you tell her? - “A. I told her I signed the same 
as everybody else. | 

Q. Did youtell her why? A. I told her, I says, "I a see no 
reason why I should stay out of the — | 

Q. Do you recall saying anything else to her about why you had 
signed the card? A. She told me, she says, "What did you do it for — 
to help the strikers"? I says, "No, I signed to help myself." : 

* * * : * 

Whereupon, 
ANGELINE SPEZIALE : 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel Sot 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * iat J 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Speziale, are you an employee of 
Marie Phillips? 

A. Yes. ~ 


Q. And how long have you been an employee? A. About 25 


years. | 

@. And what has been your job at Marie Phillips? A. Machine 
operator. : 

Q. Now, Mrs. Speziale, I show you what has been marked as Gen- 
eral Counsel's Exhibit No. 10 and ask you if you can identify this Ex- 
hibit ? 
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MR. SIEGEL: Objection. Don't answer. Mr. Examiner, now I 
think that based upon my understanding of the dialogue between Mr. 


Sudarsky and yourself that it would be more proper if he was to ask 
her about the card prior to showing her the card, if I understand your 
original ruling correctly. 

TRIAL EXAMINER; No, that's all right. She can see the card. 
Did you sign that card or didn't you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Now, if you're going to ask her 
about dates or anything of this sort, remove the card from her. She 
hasn't read the date, but if you're going to ask about when she signed 
the card, why, ask her without the card. You can also ask her if she 
filled out everything on the card or whether somebody else did. 

MR. BROWN: I understand, Your Honor. I believe Your Honor 
has already asked her if this is her signature on the card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. And she Said yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Speziale, when did you sign this card? 
A. I don't remember. 

Q. L ask you to look at it and to read it very carefully and ask 
you if this refreshes your recollection as to when you signed the card? 
A. I wouldn't remember because all I did was sign it. I didn't fill it 
in or anything. I just signed it and gave it back. 

Q. What did you do after you signed it? A. I gave it to one 
of the girls. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who was the other girl? 

THE WITNESS: Mrs. Santuccio. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And did you fill out anything else on the 
card? <A. No. 

Q. You do not recall when you signed it? A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you recall about when you signed it? 

THE WITNESS: No, I have no idea. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Any idea of the month? 

THE WITNESS: No. It was about two weeks after the fellows 
were at my house. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, do you know about when the fellows 

were at your house? Was it September, October, November? 

THE WITNESS: No, I didn't. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was it before Thanksgiving? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you recall whether it was or was or 
before Thanksgiving? 

THE WITNESS: Probably was. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's the best of your recollection, is it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who filled out the rest of the card, AEE 
ing for your signature? 

THE WITNESS: I don't know. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you read Italian? 

THE WITNESS: A little bit. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Speziale, did the boy you testi- 
fied you — you testified that the boys came over to your serss. Did 


the boys come to your house before or after Christmas? A. Before. 
MR. SIEGEL: Objection. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


Counsel, you have already got it before Thanksgiving. 

MR. BROWN: Oh, fine. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, who were the boys that you talk of ? 
A. That fellow there, Arty, and the other fellow. | 

Q. Now, could you point to the courtroom as to the person that 
you are referring to? A. That one there with the red jacket. 

Q. This gentleman with the red jacket? A. Yes. He was at my 
house, and the other fellow. : 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: And who was the gentleman in the red 
jacket ? 
THE WITNESS: Mr. Appel. 


* * * 


VOIR DIRE 


* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How many times did the gentleman that you 


were mentioning come to your home and ask you to sign? 


MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. They came once. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) They came once? A. They came once and 
left me the card. 

Q. And they left you the card? A. They tried to convince me 
to sign, but I wouldn't sign it while they were there. I just told them 
to get the others, and then, if the others did, I would go along with them. 

Q. And did they subsequently tell you that the others had signed? 
A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who was they who told you the others signed? 

THE WITNESS: Benny Fiamma called me and told me the other 
girls had signed. They were still waiting for my card. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And when did Mr. Fiamma tell you this? 
A. During the week after that because I hadn't signed the card, and I 
hadn't mailed it in or anything, and they wanted to know when I was send- 
ing it in. 

Q. Do you have any recollection of what month that week was? 
A. I know it was right after the boys were at the house. 

Q. I see. ‘And what exactly did Mr. Fiamma tell you at that time? 
A. He says, "Angie, I didn't receive your card. What happened to it"? 
I says, "I told you to get the others, and then I will go along with the 
rest.’ And I still didn't send it in, and then they called me again. 
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Q. Who called you? A. Benny Fiamma. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma? A. Yes. 

Q. How many times did he call you? A. Two or three times. 

Q. Two or three times. And the last time he called you prior 
to your signing, did he tell you that everybody else had signed? 

A. No; he says most of the girls had signed. | 

Q. Most of the girls. Did you ask him how many? A. No 

Q. Did you ask him about the names of any of the other persons 
who had signed? A. No. 

Q. And relying upon what he told you, did you then sign the card? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would you have signed the card, Mrs. 
Speziale — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just a moment. Just a moment. Please. I 
withdraw my ruling. You may answer that question in this particular 
situation. I am withdrawing the ruling. Relying on what Mr. Fiamma 

feold you, did you then sign the card? 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. | 

MR. JACOBSON: I'd — May I, since you have withdrawn your 
ruling, may I request that you inform me on what basis? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. The Board has held that a false repre- 


sentation that a majority had signed cards does not effect the validity of 
acard. The Board has held that. 


MR. BROWN: Does not effect? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Does not effect the validity of the era How- 
ever, there are decisions to the contrary, and under the circumstances, 
I think I'm going to permit this question to be answered. I don't know 
what weight I will give it in a decision. It may well be that the latest 
Board precedent will make it an open-closed case. 
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MR. ROSEMERE: For the record, Mr. Examiner, may I respect- 
fully suggest that I think subjective intent, of course, if a fact. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I recognize that subjective intent is not 
going to contradict the overt act of signing a card. Nonetheless, we have 
a possibility here. I am certainly not making a finding at the moment 
just because I am now permitting the question, but we have a possibility 
that we might have a finding that this card was obtained as a result of a 
fraudulent representation. Sol will ask the question again, if you don't 
mind. 

MR. SIEGEL: No, Mr. Examiner, I don't mind. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What counsel would like to know is whether 
you signed that card because Mr. Fiamma told you most of the girls 
had signed cards, or did you have some other reason for signing the 


card? 


THE WITNESS: Well, they kept calling me, and I didn't want to 
be bothered with it, so I figured, oh, the heck with it, I was just going 


to get rid of it and sign it. I said, "I'll sign it, but don't bother with 
me with no meetings." 

I was under the intention if this card was explained to me, it 
was only for them to go to the shop and speak to my boss and converse 
with them about signing the Union. That is all. They didn't tell me 
anything else about it. There was going to be no strike or anything. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The way I understand your testimony right 
now, it is you signed the card in order to stop being bothered with tele- 
phone calls? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) But if you knew that most of the people 
had not signed at that time, would you have signed? A. I wouldn't 
have signed. 
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MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 


MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you ever ask for this card back? | 


A. No. | 

Q. You mentioned on your examination that on the card that you 
read Italian? A. A little bit. 

Q. A little bit. This card is written entirely — printed entirely - 
in Italian. Did you understand? A. I didn't even read it. 

Q. You didn't read the card? A. No. They came to my house 


and explained to me, and they sat there in the living room and told me 
this card was nothing. All it was was my signature to give them the 
right to go upstairs and talk to my boss about signing the Union be- 
cause, otherwise, if they didn't have these signatures, they couldn't 

get upstairs. | 

Q. Did they explain — Who specifically was present at this discus- 
sion that you have just told us about? A. Mr. Appel and this other fel- 
low that was with him and my husband. 

Q. And your husband. And do you recall when that was? A. It 
was that once they came. 

Q. Was this — Who spoke to you at that meeting about signing the 
card? A. Both fellows. | 

Q. Both fellows did. And did they make any promises to! you? 
A. Well, they told me all the good things about the Union. 

Q. What did they tell you? A. I would get a pension when I would 
be 60, and they told me I would get an increase in my pay, and I said, "I 
had nothing to gain by it because I was already getting my pay, and I was 
satisfied with what I was getting." I didn't want no part of it because I 
wouldn't get no Union benefits because I was old. They told me I would 
get five years to my benefits. | 

Q. When did they tell you you would get those benefits ? 


MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: -Over — Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr: Siegel) Did they promise you you would get those 
benefits if you signed the card for them? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. He's misconstruing testimony. She 
testified — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. I understand what she testified. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did they tell you you would get these bene- 
fits if you sign the card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. If the Union came in, I would get it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they tell you anything about or explain 
to you anything about collective bargaining? A. No. 

Q. They lead you to believe that if the Employer recognized the 
Union, that was it. You got the benefits? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that one of the reasons that you eventually signed the 
card, too? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I signed just to go along with the girls. As I told you, I told them 
I had nothing to gain by it because I was getting my union pay and I 
had nothing to gain. They says, "Sign it because you will help the 


other girls, and you will go along with them," and what's for the other 


girls would be for me, too. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion of an election at 
the plant? A. No. 
Q. On whether the Union should come in? A. No. 
Q. Was there any discussion at that time about Union dues ? 
A. No. 
Q. Or any Union initiation fees? A. No. 
Q. Did you attend any Union meetings before you signed the card? 
A. No. 
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Q. You gave the card to Mrs. Vina Santuccio. Do you know what 
she did with the card after that? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Beyond the witness’ knowledge. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, he's asking her whether she knows. 
Objection overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) — A. No. 

Q. Did you ever see this card again before this morning? 

Q. When? A. That fellow that brought it to my house. | 

Q. Which fellow? A. The first one, Mr. Brown, I think it is. 

MR. SIEGEL: Let the record show the witness is pointing to 
counsel for the General Counsel. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) When was that? A. About two weeks ago. 
I think on a Thursday night. 

Q. Were you surprised he had the card with him? A. Yes. 
Well, I knew the Government had the cards. Somebody had told me 
the Government had them. | 

Q. Somebody told you the Government had them. Were you sur- 
prised that the Government had the cards? | 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) One other question. Did you authorize Mrs. 


Santuccio to turn this card over to anybody else? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No, I was told to give it to her, and she would see that the right 
partv would get it. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) The right party would get it? A. Whoever 


was in charge. 


Q. Did she tell you who the right party was? A. I imagine it 


must have been Benny. 
Q. Must have been Benny? A. I think so. I don't know. 
Q. Did you ever sign another card for the Union? A. No. 
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Q. Did they ever ask you to fill in the date? A. No, I just 
signed my signature. 

Q. So you don't know who filled in the date? A. No,I don't. 

Q. Why didn't you fill in the whole card, Mrs. Speziale? 
A. Because I didn't care. I wasn't interested in it. 

* * * * 

Whereupon, 

ANTONIA SALADINO 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn through the Official Interpreter, was ex- 
amined and testified as follows: 

* a * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Saladino, are you an employee of 
Marie Phillips? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. How long have you been an employee? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) 14 months. 

Q. What job do you do? A. (Through Interpreter) She works 
at the special machine. 

Q. Now, Miss Saladino, I show you what has been marked as 

General Counsel's Exhibit No. 11, and ask you if you can iden- 
tify this Exhibit? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Andwhatis it? A. (Through Interpreter) It's the card 
for the Union of the benefits. 

THE INTERPRETER: I am translating literally. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Is this your signature on the card? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 


Q. Do you know when you signed the card? A. (Through Inter- 


preter) She doesn't remember the day. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Does she remember the month? 
THE INTERPRETER: The answer is no. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) I show you the Exhibit and ask you to look 
it over carefully and ask you, does it refresh your recollection! as to 
when you signed the card? A. (Through Interpreter) She doesn't 
remember neither the day nor the month. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it before — does she know the holiday 
Thanksgiving? 

THE INTERPRETER: She does. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she sign the card before or after Thanks- 
giving ? | 

THE INTERPRETER: Before is the answer. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: About how long before Thanksgiving? 

THE INTERPRETER: Three or four months before Thanksgiving. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you fill out the entire card? : (Through 


Interpreter) The answer is yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she read the card before she signed it? 

THE INTERPRETER: The answer is yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And what did you do with the card after you 
signed it? A. (Through Interpreter) The answer is she gave it back. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: To whom? | 

THE INTERPRETER: To Benny. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Benny who? A. (Through Interpreter) She 
doesn't know the last name. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would it be Fiamma? 

THE INTERPRETER: The answer is yes. 


* * * * 1 oe 


. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Saladino, I direct your attention to the 
early part of November, 1966. Did you have occasion to speak to any 
member of the company's management in that period? | 

A. (Through Interpreter) The answer is yes. ! 

Q. Who? A. (Through Interpreter) Minnie Pricone. | | 

Q. Where did you speak to Minnie Pricone? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) In the office. | 
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Q. And how did you come to speak to her in the office? 
A. (Through Interpreter) She called me while I was sitting at 
the machine, and she said to me, "You have signed the card for 
the Union," and I said, "No. Nobody asked." 

THE INTERPRETER: I am quoting again. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. You are giving the literal inter- 
pretation. 

A. "Nobody asked you to sign the card for the Union"? And this 
is the question that was directed to the witness. (Through Inter- 
preter.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Would you ask her this. Do 
I correctly understand that it was Mrs. Pricone, I believe the name 
is Mrs. Pricone, asked her if she had signed the card. I don't under- 
stand the answer. 

THE INTERPRETER: The answer is yes. And I asked her 
why. What do you ask me. She said because if somebody asks you 
to sign the card of the Union, you shouldn't sign it because it is no 
good, because the Union represents the Communists and the Demo- 
crats, which are in Italy — like they are in Italy. If somebody asks 
you, you shouldn't sign it. The Union is no good. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there anything else? 

THE INTERPRETER: On that day, no. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Had she or had she not already signed a 
card at the time she had this conversation? 

THE INTERPRETER: She had already signed the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, where did this conversation between 
the witness — between the witness and Minnie Pricone take place? 
A. (Through Interpreter) In the office. 


Q. Now, directing your attention to the middle of January, 1967, 


did you have occasion to be spoken to again by one of the members of 


Management ? 
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MR. SUDARSKY: May that question be answered yes or no. The 
question was did you have an occasion, and we have a prolonged conver- 
sation here. 
MR. BROWN: Instruct the witness to answer that question yes or 
no. A. (Through Interpreter) The answer is yes. | 
Q. Where? A. (Through Interpreter) Inside the shop — the 
factory . She says she wasn't alone. All the workers — the female 
workers — were together. : 
Q. And who spoke to her and the workers together ? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Mr. Rametta. 
Q. And what did Mr. Rametta say to her and the workers? 
A. (Through Interpreter) He said today they send me a bouquet of flow- 


ers, and I don't deserve this. 


Q. What else didhe say? A. (Through Interpreter) This strike 


will not succeed. You have to think of it in advance. Because the Union, 
I don't want it. Iam 75 years old, and this musn't happen. Therefore, I 
beg you, I ask you in this factory, think of it ahead. You shouldn't sign 
all these cards because the Union is no good. : 
* * * 

Whereupon, 

MARY TOSI 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counbel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * | * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) How long have you been an employee of 
Marie Phillips? A. Oh, between 11 and 12 years. 

Q. And what job do you do? <A. Machine operator. 

Q. Miss Tosi, I show you what has been marked as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 12 and ask you if you can identify this Exhibit? 
A. Yes, that’s my handwriting. : 
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Q. Well, can you identify for the record what it is, please? 
A. Yes. It'sa— 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's an application for membership, isn't it? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And did you sign it and fill it out completely? 

THE WITNESS: I did. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And do you remember when you signed it 
and filled it out completely? A. The month of October. 

Q. In the month of October? A. That's.right. 

Q. Can you remember exactly when in the month of October? 
A. Oh, it must have been between the middle or near the end. 

Q. Near the end of October ? 

A. That's right. 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you signed it? 
A. I gave it to Benny — Mr. Fiamma. 

Q. Excuseme? A. Mr. Fiamma. 

Q. Fiamma. 

MR. BROWN: I believe the Examiner asked her if she filled out 
the entire card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think I did. She said yes. 

MR. BROWN: Fine. 

THE WITNESS: I did. 


* * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You have just heard the question read back 


by the Reporter and your answer. And at the time that Mrs. Santuccio 
asked you to sign the card, she said to you, "Most of the girls have 
signed," correct? A. That's right. 
Q. And you signed based on that statement? A. That's right. 
MR. SIEGEL: That is all. 


* * 


Whereupon, 
CONRAD J. RAY : 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * cad * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Ray, I show you an Exhibit that's 
been marked for identification as GC-13 and ask you if that is your 
signature on there? A. No, isn't. | 
Q. -- 
MR. SUDARSKY: Did I hear that answer correct? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I assume you did if you heard what I heard. 
He said no, it isn't. | 
MR. SUDARSKY: No, it isn’t? | 
THE WITNESS: No, it isn't. 
MR. SUDARSKY: Thank you. 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, Mr. Ray, you have taken an oath. 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is that correct? A. That is correct. 


Q. AndI assume you know the meaning of an oath? A. I know 
the meaning very thoroughly. The signature is not mine. The date the 
application was filled out, I was taking a shower. My mother filled out 
the whole thing is in her handwriting. 

Q. I take it then that your mother signed that? A. Filled the 
thing out. 
Q. How did you come into possession of the card? ae James 
Bostick. | 

Q. You took the card home with you? A. I took it home after 

being aggravated. 


Q. And you placed the card on the table at your home? 
A. That's right. 
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Q. If I understand you correctly, your mother filled out the 
card for you? A. That's correct. 

Q. Are you now telling us under oath - A. The handwriting 
is not mine. 

Q. Do you know whose handwriting itis? A. My mother's. 

Q. Did you have any conversation with your mother about — 
A. No, I did not. She asked me what it was. I was running late for 
work, and she filled it out at my request. 

Q. At your request? A. That's right. 

Q. I see. And now after she filled it out at your request, what 
did she do with it? A. I took it when I came out of the shower — 


after I had my clothes on — andI was running out the door. I snatched 


it off the television. 

Q. You were ina hurry at the time? A. That's right. 

Q. Did you pick up the cardthen? A. I told you. I snatched 
it off the television. 

Q. What did you do with the card? 

A. I stuck it in my pocket. 

Q. Who did you give the cardto? A. When I got back to Marie 
Phillips, I gave it back to James Bostick, the young man who gave it to 
me. 

Q. About when was this card signed? A. I don't know what date 
it was signed on. 

Q. Can you approximate the month? A. I don't approximate the 
month because I don't remember what month it was signed in. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it before Thanksgiving ? 

THE WITNESS: I don't remember. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it signed before Christmas? 

THE WITNESS: I don't remember, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you ever hear of a strike at the plant? 

THE WITNESS: I heard that they were — No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You never knew there was a strike? 

THE WITNESS: Not until that Tuesday that I got to work. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Did you ever hear there was a 
strike? : 
THE WITNESS: Tuesday morning when I got to work, yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you sign that card before or after the 
strike ? | 
THE WITNESS: Before. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: About how long before the strike? 
THE WITNESS: That I couldn't tell you because I don't re- 


member. 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Well, let's see if we can revive your 


recollection a bit, Mr. Ray. I show you this card, and I direct your 
attention to the place where it's marked date. A. 10/5/66. 

Q. Yes. Is that approximately the time it was signed? A. I 
couldn't tell you. I don't know how long I kept the card at the house --- 
two days, three days, or what. I just forget when it was. But I know 
the day he gave me the card I was working in the Cutting Room. I 
went over to the main plant to take a sample. James called me and 
asked me would I fill out a card. I asked him what kind of a card. He 
explained it to me. I said, "Don’t bother me with it right now! I don't 
want no part of it. I belonged to a Union in New York, and I khow what 
it was like." I took the card, and he asked me had you filled it out. I 
says no. "If you want this piece of paper back, you take it back now. 
Don't ask me no more. If you can't wait until I fill it out, forget it." 
4:30 came; I went home. He still asked me about it. | 

Q. I understand that, Mr. Ray. What we are asking you right 
now, we are directing your attention to that date. What does that date 
say? A. 10/5/66. | 

Q. That is October ? 

A. That's right. 

Q. And that is the month in which you signed? A. I told you, 
it must have been if it's on the paper. It must be the month. | 
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MR. ROSEMERE: All right. I offer this card in evidence. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Were you told what the card was for ? 
THE WITNESS: For the Union, sir. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What about for the Union? 
THE WITNESS: About benefits and what not, sir. 
* * * * 
Whereupon, 
JANNIE MOORE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Moore, are you an employee of Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes. 

Q. How long have you been an employee? A. 45 years. I don't 
know. 

Q. Excuse me. I didn't mean to interrupt you. A. About 4 or 
5 years. I don't know. It could be a little more. 

Q. I see. And what job do you do? A. I'm a packer there. 

Q. You're apacker? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Miss Moore, I show you what has been marked for iden- 
tification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 14. This paper, and ask 
you if you can identify this Exhibit? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you sign that? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I signed this. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Well, did you fill out anything else on the 
card besides your signature? A. This is my name. I signed my 
name, but this over here, I don't remember. 

Q. Well, let's go through for the sake of the record — 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, just 2 moment, counsel. I don't 
know whether counsel for the Respondent can hear the witness. 

You're very close to her, and that's understandable, but I have to ask 
the witness please to keep her voice up and please, counsel, try and 
refrain from letting the witness talk about this over here and that 
over there because it means nothing for the record. Now, when you 
asked her, for example, if that is her signature after the word | , 
"Signature", so we will have that clear. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Is this your signature after the word signa- 
ture? <A. Yes. 

Q. Did you fill out "2732 Main Street" after the word "Address? ty 
A. No, I think my niece must have did it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Your niece did it. Did you fill out the word 
Hartford after "City?" 

THE WITNESS: No, my niece did that and over here, I don't 
know. 

Q. Now, let the Examiner continue or I will be willing to --- 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, did you at least --- Excuse me. Just 
answer my question. Did your niece fill out everything on the card other 
than your signature? | 

A. No. I put my name there, and who completed it, I mean, I 
can't remember because I was just signing it and passing it back. 

Q. So your testimony is that you can’t recall who filled out the 
rest of the card, is that right? A. Right, but that's my signature --- 
my name. } 

Q. On the card, we understand that. 


MR. ROSEMERE: Excuse me. This is a very unusual request, 


but may we go off the record for a moment, sir? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
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MR. BROWN: May I have the last question and answer read back 
before my colleagues requested to go off the record. 


(Question and answer read back by the Reporter.) 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Moore, when did you sign the 
card? A. Just like I told you, when you came up, in fact, I didn't 
know if it was October or November until I saw the date. Otherwise, 
I never would have remembered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What's your best recollection now? 

THE WITNESS: No. To tell the truth, this slipped my mind. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, first of all I'm taking it for granted 

that you're telling the truth, so you don't have to say'to tell the 
truth. You have sworn to tell the truth. Now, is it your recollection 
that you signed the card some time in October or November or that 
you don't remember when you signed it? 

THE WITNESS: Until I saw the card, it must have been October. 
I really — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that your best recollection? 

THE WITNESS: That's my best. I didn't know until I saw the 
date on there because I didn’t keep it in my mind. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Well, did you sign the card before Thanks- 
giving? A. I think it was before Thanksgiving. 

Q. We can't hear you. A. I would say it was before Thanks- 
giving. 

Q. You say it was before Thanksgiving? And what did you do 
with the card after you signed it? After you signed it, what did you do 
with the card? A. I don't remember. I went back to the job or —I 
don't know because I had other problems. 

Q. I realize that, Mrs. Moore. A. It's like I told you the other 
night when I saw the date. That's the only — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mrs. Moore, did you give it to anybody, or 
did you keep it? 
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THE WITNESS: I didn't sign it right away because I had ' in my 
bag at home. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Fine. After you signed it, did you give it to 
somebody? Did you do something else with it? A. I brought it back 
to the job. I must have passed it, I mean, to somebody, but I didn't 
know who it was going to. You know, I passed it; but who it was going 
to, I really don't know. 

Q. In other words, you gave it to somebody. You don't recall 
who, is that right? A. No. 


* * * 


Room 262 
Federal Building 
Main Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 


Friday, May 12, 1967 
* * | 
Whereupon, 
WILLIE L. DELAWRENCE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * x Lo oa 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
. (By Mr. Brown) Now, is it Miss or Mrs.? A. Mrs. 
x Mrs.? A. Yes. | 


Q. Now, Mrs. DeLawrence, are you an employee of Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes. 
Q. And how long have you been an employee of Marie Phillips? 


A. 16 years or more. 
Q. And what job do you do at Marie Phillips? A. Press 
“Operator. | 
Q. Now, Mrs. DeLawrence, I show you what General Counsel 
has marked as Exhibit No. 15 for identification and ask you if you can 
recollect this Exhibit? A. Yes. : 
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Q. And what is it please? A. It's the Garment Lady Worker 
Union. 

Q. Well, could you describe for the record what it is? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, isn't it what it is. She doesn't have to 
describe. If you offer it in evidence, it is what it is. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Is this your signature on the card? A. Yes, 
it is. 

Q. Did you fill out the entire card, or did someone else fill out 
part of it? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. You filled out the entire card? A. Yes. 

Q. When did you sign the card? A. It was around the end of 
November or the first of the end of October --- the first of November. 

Q. Around the end of October or the first of November ? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, what did you do with the card after you signed it? A. I 
took it home for about two or three days. 

Q. Well, I don't think you understood my question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: After you signed it, what did you do with it? 

THE WITNESS: I gave it to Ethel Hall. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) You gave it to Ethel Hall? A. Yes. 

Q. Who is Ethel Hall? A. One of the employees at Marie 
Phillips. 

Q. And why did you give it to Ethel Hall? A. Because she told 
me to return it back to her. 

* * 

Whereupon, 

ATILIA DeRENZO 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel, and 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


*x * * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. DeRenzo, are you an employee of Marie 
Phillips? 
A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. You have to speak louder? A. Yes. I'm sorry. My 
throat --- | 


Q. Thank you. How long have you been an employee with Marie 
Phillips? A. About two years. | 
Q. And what job do youdo? A. I work in the -- I give Ror to 


the girls in the machine. 

Q. Now, Mrs. DeRenzo, I show you this card that has been 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 17 and ask you if you can 
identify this card? A. Yes. | 

Q. And is that your signature on the card? A. Yes. That's 
my signature. | 

Q. Now, did you fill out anything else onthe card? A. I filled 
out the card. 

Q. The entire card? A. Yes, the entire card. : 

Q. And when did you sign the card? A. When didI sign the 
card? 

Q. When did you signthe card? A. The same day I filled out 
the card. | 

Q. And did you put the date onthe card? A. Yes. 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you signed it? A. I 
gave it to the girl who gave it to me the night before. 

Q. Who was that? A. Theresa Gentile. 

Q. Now, Mrs. DeRenzo, did you sign the card on the date shown on 
the card? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, I notice the date is written over on the card. A. Yes, I 


know because -- 
Q. Could you explain that please? A. Yes. Because in my 
countrv we used to put the day first. | 
Q. Yes? A. And the month in the middle and the year ‘in the 
finish, and that's why I have a little mistake in there, but that's the day 
I signed the card -- October 3, 1966. 


* * * 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

A. I feel sorry to sign this card. If I know I get in all this trou- 
ble, I never would sign for the Union. I work 17 years. I never have 
trouble in my life until the people come and ask me for this and all this 
trouble. I don't want to hear nothing. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What people came and asked you -- A. All 
the cutters. 

Q. Allthe cutters? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where? A. Inthe front of the factory. 

Q. Inthe front of the factory? A. Yes, every night they come 


out they ask me you want to sign and help us? You want to sign and help 


us? I say Okay. But leave me alone. I don't want to see no meeting -- 


nothing. 

Q. And how could you tell -- Could you tell us how many times 
this happened that you came out of the plant and they asked you to sign? 
A. I don't remember how many times, but more than two and three. 

Q. How many? A. Two and three. 

Q. Who gave you the cardto sign? A. The men who asked me 
some times was Molisto Famiglietti. 

Q. Where did he give you the cardto sign? A. He didn't give 
me the card to sign. Him ask me if I got the card. I said no. I don't 
have no card. He said don't worry. We sent you acard. So I take it 
home, and I sign, and I fill it out, and then I sign. I didn't look at 
nothing. Because I did this because they asked me to help them. That 
is all. I don't want to hear nothing about this. 

Q. When they asked you to help them, did they tell you -- 

A. They don't tell me nothing. Nothing. Nothing about benefits -- 
nothing about dues -- nothing! 

Q. But isn't it true, Mrs. DeRenzo, that they told you that the 
other girls had signed? A. Yes, they told me the majority were 
signed -- if you would sign, too. 
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Q. Did they use the word "majority"? A. Yes, they used it 


many times. | 

Q. And you understand the meaning of the word "majority"? 
A. Yes. [understand the meaning of the word majority. That's why 
I got into all this trouble. | 

Q. And would you have signed the card at that time if you knew 
that a majority had not signed? 3 

MR. BROWN: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I don't understand. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Let me rephrase it, if 1 may. When they told 


you that a majority of the girls had signed — A. The day before I 
signed the card. 

Q. That's what they told you? A. Yes. 

Q. If you knew that was not true, would you have sinea the card? 
A. No, I never would sign the card, and I feel sorry to sign this. [am 

telling the truth. I don't want to hear nothing more about the Un- 
ion because I work 17 years. I never have trouble in my life. I work 
so nice until the people start with the Union. This all a mess. | I don't 
want to hear nothing about the Union. I'm sick and tired. That is all 
I've got to say. | 
| 


* * 


Whereupon, 
JACQUELINE HARRIS 
was Called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as fol- 
lows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Harris, are you an employee ¢ of Marie 
Phillips? A. Iwas, but I am not now. 


102 


Q. And when did you cease your employment at Marie Phillips? 
A. The day of the strike. 

Q. Do you recall the day of the strike? A. Yes, February the 
7th. 

Q. February the --- Excuse me? A. 1967. 

Q. Was it your intention to return to Marie Phillips when and if 
the strike was over? A. Yes, it was. 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. That's not material. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Harris, before you left the employment 


of Marie Phillips, how long had you been employed? A. It would have 


been one year the 21st of February. 

Q. Isee. And during that time, what position did you hold? 

A. I worked IBM machine. 

Q. IBM machine? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In the Clerical Department? 

THE WITNESS: Well, yes, it was separated from the office. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It was separated from the office work. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, because we had to be on an area with the 
dresses. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You work on the floor with the operators? 

THE WITNESS: No, I wasn't near the operators. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What employees were you near? 

THE WITNESS: The packers and the shippers. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Harris, --- Is it Mrs. Harris? 

A. Yes. 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Harris, I show you what has been 
marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 19 and ask 
you if you can identify that Exhibit? A. Yes. 

Q. And whatis it? A. Well, it's my signature and address and 
everything I was asking the Union to represent me. 
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Q. Did you signthe card? A. Yes,I did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please keep your voice up now. 

Q. Did you sign the card? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you fill out anything else onthe card? A. I filled out the 
whole thing -- date and everything -- where I worked. 

Q. And when did you sign the card? A. It was --I wasn't sure 
until now -- it was the 5th, or 6th, but — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of what month? 

THE WITNESS: Of October. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Is the date shown on the card the cat you 
signed it? A. Yes, because I look at a calendar. 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you signed at? 2 TAC 
gave it back to James Bostick. 

Q. To James Bostick. 

* * * 


Room 262 
Federal Building 
Hartford, Connecticut 


Tuesday, May 16, 1967 
* * | 
Whereupon, | 
MARCELLINA VASQUENZ 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel 
and, having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


| 
* * * * : * 


| 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. {By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Vanquenz, are you employed by 
Marie Phillips? A. Yes. 
Q. How long have you been employed by Marie Phillips? A. About 


ten months. 
Q. What is your job with Marie Phillips? A. Rene the machine. 
Q. What kind of machine? A. Sewing machine. . 
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Q. Mrs. Vasquenz, I show you the exhibit that has been marked for 
identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 20 and ask you to look at 
it, please, and tell me if that is your signature onthere? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Mrs. Vasquenz, did you fill out the entire card? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, will you tell us, please, when you filled out this card? 

A. The date on that. But I'm not sure if it’s November or October. 


Q. It was either October or November? A. But I think it was 


October. 
Q. You think it was October? A. Yes, because I worked the first 


day. 

Q. Well, in order to refresh your recollection, let me direct your 
attention to the date shown on the card. Does that help you? A. Well, 
it's 11/10/66. 

Q. All right. Now, did you put the date onthe card? A. Yes. 

Q. And you put down 11/10/66? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, will you tell us, please, whether you used the European 
system of dating or the American system ? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: When I'm writing over there, I use the European 
system. When I write over here, I use the American. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, once again, is this the American or 
European system of dating shown on here? A. I can't say that. 

Q. You don't know for sure? 

A. I don't know. 

Q. But you do know that it was either in October or November, is 
that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Vasquenz, after you filled out the card, what did you 
do with it? A. I gave it back to an employee. 

Q. Anemployee? A. Yes. 

Q. What employee was that? A. Mrs. DeRenzo. 
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Q. Mrs. DeRenzo? A. Yes. | 

Q. Now, let me direct your attention to the card, Mrs. Vasquenz. 
It's to the line that starts with "Craft", and I notice there's an ia on 
here. A. I did not put that. 

Q. Now, is that the only thing on the card that you did not put on? 
A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. That's leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is leading. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I think we had previous testimony that she filled 
out everything on the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She now says She didn't fill out the "Op. Wy 

Is there anything else on there that you didn't fill out? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I offer G.C. No. 20 in quplicate 
and show the original to counsel for Respondent. 

*x * * 

Whereupon, 

RUTH HILL 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Conall and, 


having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
| 


* * x x eae 
DIRECT EXAMINATION : 

Q. (By Mr. Rosmere) Mrs. Hill, are you employed now by Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes. 

Q. How long have you been employed by Marie Phillips? A. Fif- 
teen years. This makes sixteen. | 

Q. What is your job at Marie Phillips? A. A presser. 

Q. Mrs. Hill, I show you an exhibit that has been marked for identi- 
fication as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 21 and ask you if that is your 
signature on there? A. Yes, I signed it, but I didn't fill it out. 

Q. All right. Now, what entries did you make on here? This is 


your signature, Ibelieve? A. I didn't even get to read it, see. 
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Q. No, please answer my question. I think you testified this is your 
signature? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, who filled out the rest of the card? A. Mack. 

Q. Mack? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know his fullname? A. Mac -- what's his last name? 


Q. What is your recollection of it? You don't know his other 


name? A. No. 

Q. Was Mack his last name or his first name? A. That's his 
first name. 

Q. Was he anemployee? A. Yes. 

Q. Isee. Now, are you saying, then, that somebody other than 
yourself filled out the rest of the card besides your signature? A. Well, 
he filled it out. I just put my signature on it. 

Q. So when this Mack presented the card to you, it had been filled 
out with the exception of your signature? A. Yes. 

Q. And then you put your signature on that? A. That's right. 

Q. I see. Now, do you know when this card was filled out? A. No. 

Q. Can you tell us what month it was? <A. No, because I was 
taken very sick after. 

Q. Excuse me? 

A. I was taken very sick after. 

Q. You were taken very sick afterwards? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, do you know when you were sick? A. I taken sick on 
Christmas Eve, Christmas Eve. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About how long before you got sick did you 
sign the card? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, in above November or December, at that time 
that the card was filled out. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Well, I show you the card to refresh your 
recollection, Mrs. Hill. Direct your attention to the date and see if that 
helps you to testify as to when the card was filled out? A. Yes, it was 
about along in October. 
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Q. Now, what did you do with the card after you filled it out ? 
A. Lhanded it back to him. After I signed my name, he had filled it 


out. 


Q. After you signed your name, what did you do with the card? 


A. [handed it back to him. 
Q. By "him" you mean this Mr. Mack you're talking about? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Whose name you still don’t remember, is that right? | wae No. 
Q. Is he working at the plant now? A. No. He quit the next 
week. | 
* 
CROSS EXAMINATION | 

* * oe * * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Hill, when Mr. Mack handed you the 
card to sign, did you look at it? A. No, I didn’t get a chance to look 
at it. | 

Q. You didn't get a chance to look at it? A. No. 

Q. He just sort of pushed it out in front of you and said, "Sign"? 
A. He told me to sign because the biggest portion of the shop had 
signed. Then I wouldn't have signed. 

Q. In other words, he told you that at that time most of the em- 
ployes in the shop had already signed cards? A. That's right. 

Q. If that was not true, would you have signed the card? | A. No. 


* * * * | ox 
| 


Whereupon, 

ETHEL CAMPBELL 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

x * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION < : 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Are you an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. And how long have you been an employee of Marie Phillips? 


A. Twelve years. 
Q. And what job do you hold? A. I work in the packing depart- 


ment. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Campbell, I show you what I have marked as Gen- 
eral Counsel's Exhibit 22. I ask you to look at it and is that your signa- 
ture onthe card? A. Yes, it's my name, address in Hartford. That's 
what I wrote and that's all. The rest of it, I did not write it. 

Q. Do you know who filled out the rest of the card? A. I don't 
know who filled out the rest of the card because my cousin, I got the 
card from Ethel Hall, she gave it to me. Now, who filled the rest of it 
out, I don't know. 

Q. Do you remember when you signed the card? A. Nope, I 
don't know exactly when it was signed, but it must have been around 
about October, I’m sure, because I was home sick. 

Q. It must have been in October? A. Yes, I think it was about 
that. 

Q. What did you do with the card after you signed it? A. I gave 
it back to Ethel Hall. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Where were you when you signed it? 

THE WITNESS: I was home. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who brought it to you at your home? 

THE WITNESS: Ethel Hall. 


* * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

oe 1 * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you ever ask for your card back after 
you signedthe card? A. I signed the card and when I signed that card, 
I didn’t understand that it was going to be all this about it. I don't want 

to hear anything else about this union. I am finished with it. And 
that's just the way it is because if I had knew all this was going to be, 
never, never. I don't want to hear nothing else about it. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: The question is, though, did you ever ask 
for your card back? 

THE WITNESS: No, I didn't : 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) When you signed this card, did anyone 
ever tell you that a majority of the people in the shop had sieied the 
card? A. Yes. 

Q. And you understood at the time you signed this card ie a 
majority of the people had signed cards? A. They told me that 


eighty percent or ninety percent of the shop had signed for ia cae. 


so that's why I signed. 

Q. And that was the -- and had you understood or had you known 
that a majority of the people had not signed the card? A. That's all 
they said. I didn't go around asking nobody nothing and so I just signed 
the card and that was all. 


* * 


Whereupon, 
ETHEL HALL | 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 


having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


| 
x * * * ' * 
| 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
* * sd * 
. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Hall, are you an employee of Marie 

Phillips? A. Yes. | 

Q. And how long have you been an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. Twelve years. 

Q. And what job do you do at Marie Phillips? A. I am a presser. 

Q. Now, Miss Hall, I show you what has been marked as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 23 and ask you if this is your signature on the card? 
A. No. 


Q. Do you know whose signature itis? A. Yes. 
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Q. And how long have you been an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. Twelve years. 

Q. And what job do you hold? A. I work in the packing depart- 
ment. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Campbell, I show you what I have marked as Gen- 
eral Counsel's Exhibit 22. I ask you to look at it and is that your signa- 
ture onthe card? A. Yes, it's my name, address in Hartford. That's 
what I wrote and that's all. The rest of it, I did not write it. 

Q. Do you know who filled out the rest of the card? A. I don't 
know who filled out the rest of the card because my cousin, I got the 
card from Ethel Hall, she gave it tome. Now, who filled the rest of it 
out, I don't know. 

Q. Do you remember when you signed the card? A. Nope, I 
don't know exactly when it was signed, but it must have been around 
about October, I'm sure, because I was home sick. 

Q. It must have been in October? A. Yes, I think it was about 
that. 


Q. What did you do with the card after you signed it? A. I gave 
it back to Ethel Hall. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Where were you when you signed it? 

THE WITNESS: I was home. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who brought it to you at your home? 

THE WITNESS: Ethel Hall. 


* * *« 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * a 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you ever ask for your card back after 
you signed the card? A. I signed the card and when I signed that card, 
I didn't understand that it was going to be all this about it. I don't want 

to hear anything else about this union. I am finished with it. And 
that's just the way it is because if I had knew all this was going to be, 
never, never. I don't want to hear nothing else about it. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: The question is, though, did you ever ask 
for your card back? | 

THE WITNESS: No, I didn’t | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) When you signed this card, did anyone 
ever tell you that a majority of the people in the shop had signed the 
card? A. Yes. 

Q. And you understood at the time you signed this card that a 
majority of the people had signed cards? A. They told me that 
eighty percent or ninety percent of the shop had signed for the union, 
so that's why I signed. | 

Q. And that was the -- and had you understood or had you known 
that a majority of the people had not signed the card? A. That's all 
they said. I didn't go around asking nobody nothing and so I just signed 


the card and that was all. | 


* * * 


Whereupon, | 
ETHEL HALL 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 


having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


| 
x * * *x | O% 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
* * * ' * 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Hall, are you an employee of Marie 

Phillips? A. Yes. | 

Q. And how long have you been an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. Twelve years. | 

Q. And what job do you do at Marie Phillips? A. I am a presser. 

Q. Now, Miss Hall, I show you what has been marked as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 23 and ask you if this is your signature on the card? 
A. No. ! 

Q. Do you know whose signature itis? A. Yes. 


Q. Whose signature is it? 

A. J asked Carol Smith. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm sorry. She said that she asked her to 
sign it for her, is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And who is Carol Smith? A. A school kid. 

Q. And why did you ask Carol Smith to sign your card? A. Be- 
cause I can't read or write. 

Q. And did you see Carol Smith sign your card? A. Sure, I 
asked her to. 

Q. And do you remember when Carol Smith signed your card? 
A. Sometime in October. 

Q. And did Miss -- and did Carol Smith fill out the entire card? 
A. Yes, she did. 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The answer is in. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And after Carol Smith filled out the entire 
card, what did she do with it? A. She gave it back to me. 

Q. Then what did you do with it? A. Igave it to Holly. 

Q. Holly who? A. Hollyfield Hardwick. 

Q. Who gave you the card, Miss Hall? 

A. Holly. 

Q. And when Holly gave you the card, what did he tell you, if any- 


thing? A. He tell me all them ladies on the operators, they signed up 


for the union. They say everybody has signed up for the pressing depart- 
ment and he gave me some cards and asked me would I pass them out for 
the girls. I told him yes. 

Q. Did you pass out cards for the girls? A. Yes, I give them to 
them. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he tell you what the cards were for? 

THE WITNESS: No. He just told me they was signing up for the 


union. 


* 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 


* * * * 


. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And you felt that pressure was being put 

upon you to do something you didn't want to do? A. Right, because I 
was sick of looking at them people. Every time I was looking, I would 
open my door, the bell would ring and they was coming in. ! 

* * * * 1 * 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, Hollyfield Hardwick is the one who 
visited you about this card that you signed? A. Yes. | 

Q. And if I understand you correctly, at the time he told you that 
almost everybody in the shop had signed the card? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. And your particular department, the pressing department, was 
one of the departments that had not signed the cards? A. Yes, that's 
what he said. | 

Q. So he led you to believe that you were different from the re- 
maining portion of the shop that had signed the cards? A. Yes. 

Q. And for that reason you were willing to sign your card? 
A. Yes, I was. If the rest of them had signed, why should I be differ- 
ent from the rest of them? | 

Q. And for that reason you also helped Hollyfield Hardwick and 
handed some of your friends some cards? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. With the understanding and in — with the understanding that 
a majority of the shop, almost all of the shop had signed cards? 

A. Yes. | 

* 

Whereupon, 

MARY PIMENTEL 


was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Pimentel, are you now employed 


by Marie Phillips? A. Well, I think so. I'm not on strike. 
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Q. When was your last day of work with Marie Phillips? A. The 
last day of work was the 6th. 

Q. Of what month? A. February. 

Q. And what was your job at the time? A. I was an operator. 

Q. What did you operate? A. Machines. I worked on dresses, 
waistmaker. 

Q. Miss Pimentel, I show what has been marked for identification 
as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 4 and I ask you to look at it — 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just a moment, please. Let him finish his 
question before you object, but did you say 4? 

MR. ROSEMERE: 24, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I thought you said 4. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Excuse me if I did. It’s General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 24. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don't look at it yet. It's being shown to you 
and you're being asked a question. Do you recognize what ? 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Do you recognize this card, Miss Pimen- 
tel? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, there's an objection, is there? 

MR. SIEGEL: I object to the characterization by General Coun- 
sel of a card — ask her to identify, if she can identify a piece of paper. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. What is it? 

THE WITNESS: That's the card we had to sign to join the union. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I ask you if you recognize the signature 
onthere? A. Yes. 

Q. Is that your signature, Miss Pimentel? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, do you know who filled out the rest of the card? A. No. 
I think it was — no, I wouldn't say for sure. I just signed my name, left 
a card there at the hall, and that was it. 

Q. You say — excuse me. You Say the hall. What hall are you 


referring to? A. The Jewish Hall where we held our meetings. 
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Q. Now, when did you sign that card, Miss Pimentel? 


A. That was the 7th, but I had — 

Q. The 7th of what? A. The 7th of February, but I haa made a 
mistake on the date and I put the 8th, I believe. 

Q. Well, are you telling us that the card shows the 8th of Febru- 
ary? <A. Yes. 

Q. Would you say now that it was — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, counsel, the card shows what it shows. 

THE WITNESS: I knew I had put the wrong date on. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In any event, you signed the card on Febru- 
ary 8th, 1967? | 

THE WITNESS: No, 7th. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You signed it on February 7th, 1961, and you 

put the wrong date? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, but I put the 8th. | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) How do you know it was the 7th of Febru- 
ary, Miss Pimentel? A. Because I know it was the 7th. 

Q. Can you tell us how you know it was the 7th? A. ee I 
went to work, the 6th was the last day I worked. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You say you signed it the first day of the 
strike, is that it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. I worked Monday. When I went in eesti! 
the strike was on. | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Who did you receive the card from, Miss 
Pimentel? A. From Mr. Cooper. 

Q. Now, after you signed it, what did you do with it? A. I just 
left it there with him. | 

Q. With whom? A. On the desk right there in the hall. 

Q. With whom? A. With Mr. Cooper. : 

Q. I see. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who's Mr. Cooper ? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I'm going to get to that, sir. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) You mentioned a Mr. Cooper, Mrs. Pimen- 
tel. Who is Mr. Cooper? 

A. Well, he's the — I think the head one in the union. He was the 
one that pays us and brings us our pay and that we have to see for every- 
thing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You get your strike benefits from him? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

* * 

Whereupon, 

IDA THOMAS 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

ok * * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Thomas, are you an employee of 

Marie Phillips? A. Yes. 


Q. And how long have you been an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. Twelve years, I think. = 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Please try and keep your voice up. 
THE WITNESS: About twelve years. 
“TRIAL EXAMINER: Twelve years, is that correct? 
THE WITNESS: I think so. I don't know. I've been there a long 
‘Jif. 
3 @. (By Mr. Brown) And what job do you de at Marie Phillips? 
A. I press with ah irdi. 
@. Now, Mrs. Thomas, I shéw you what has been marked a8 Gen- 
eral Counsel's Exhibit No. 25. Is this your signature on thé ¢ard? 
A. No. I can't write and [ can't read. 
Q. Do you know whose signature it is onthe card? A. Yes. 
Q. And whoée is it? A. Carol Smith. 
Q. Carol Smith? A. Yes. 
Q. Who is Carol Smith? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Is she a school kid? | 

THE WITNESS: I said Carol Smith signed for me. : 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And how did Carol Smith come to sign it? 
A. She signed my sister's and my sister said, "Do you want her to sign 
yours"? AndI said, "I don't care," because I can't read and I can't 
write. | 

Q. Who is your sister? A. Ethel Hall. 

Q. Is it the same Mrs. Hall who testified earlier today? | EN. Yes. 

Q. And did you see Carol Smith sign your card? A. Yes, I did. 
I was standing right there over her. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you or did you not ask her to sign it? 

THE WITNESS: I did not. My sister asked her to sign it because 
I couldn't read and I can't write. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And when your sister asked you if you wanted 
her to sign it, what did you say? A. I told her yes. | 

Q. And she signed it in your presence, Carol Smith? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, after the card had been signed, did this Carol is fill 
out anything else on the card? | 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection, objection. He's been leading the witness 
and I would ask the Trial Examiner to caution the General Counsel not to 
lead the witness. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please do not lead the witness. who filled 
out the whole card for you? Who filled out the card? | 

THE WITNESS: Carol Smith filled it out for me. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) After Carol Smith filled it out, what did they 
do with it? A. We gave it back to Holly. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She gave it back to you and you gave it to 
Holly ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, that's what I said. 


. (By Mr. Brown) Who gave you the card? A. Holly gave it to 


me. I don't know where it came from. 
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Q. Now, when Holly gave you the card, as I believe you testified 

to, what did he tell you? A. He told me, he said that he was 
trying to get the union in the shop and asked me if I want to sign it, and 
I said I don't know. I'm talking with him about it. But he didn't give me 
no card then. He'didn't give me the card until we went to the meeting. 

Q. What meeting was that? A. Down here on the Berlin Turn- 
pike. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Until he went to the meeting or until you 
went to the meeting? 

THE WITNESS: Until I went to the meeting, me and him and my 
brother went to the meeting together, and he asked me if I wanted a 
card and he gave it to me down there. 

Q. (By Mr: Brown) And he gave you the card at this meeting? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Was this meeting before or after you signed the card? 

A. It was before. 

Q. I see. Now, do you recall when the card was signed? 
A. No, because I can't remember. 

Q. You can't remember? A. No. 

Q. Well, I'show you~ A. Because I don't know. 

Q. Do you recall was it before Thanksgiving that it was signed? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. Was it before or after Thanks- 
giving or on Thanksgiving Day ? 

THE WITNESS: It was before. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do you remember how soon before Thanks- 


giving it was? <A. Well — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About how long before Thanksgiving was it 
you signed it? Was it a day or a week or a month? 

THE WITNESS: It was about a week, I think, before Thanksgiving. 
I think it was. I don't know. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) You think it was about a week before Thanks- 
giving? A. Yes. 
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MR. BROWN: General Counsel offers into evidence at this time 
what has been marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 25 and hands 
the original and duplicate of same to Respondent's counsel for exami- 
nation purposes. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you do with the card Aten you 
signed it or after Carol Smith signed it for you? 

THE WITNESS: I gave it back to the shop the next morning. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You gave it to Holly, did you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

* * * 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And after the meeting as you were leaving 
the meeting, the union people gave you and your brother these, cards 
to take home, is that correct? A. He gave them to Holly and cana 
gave them to us. 

Q. At that meeting? A. Yes. 

Q. As you were leaving? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, you mentioned your brother Eddie Walton. Now, he 
works at the company, doesn't he? A. Yes. 

Q. I see. And he left with you from that meeting? A. Yes. 

Q. As a matter of fact, you rode home with him? A. Yes. 

Q. And Holly was also at that meeting with you and a brother, 
wasn't he? A. Yes, he was the one that get us. 


Q. Did anybody from the union at that meeting say to you or to 


the people that were there, Miss Thomas, now, "All the girls have 

signed the card. We want you to sign, too"? <A. Yes. 
Q. Who saidthat? A. Holly was telling me that all of them 

had dene signed except me and my sister and I said — well, he wanted 

us to sign and we told him we didn't know and he said, "You're all scared," 
and we said, "We're not scared. I just don't want to do that because 

I don't know what I'm doing." 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Would you read that answer? 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you sign the card or have someone sign 
your name to the card because you believe from what you were told 
that all the girls had signed except you and your sister? A. Yes. 

MR. BROWN: Object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I did. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would you have had someone sign your name 
to the card if that was not true? 

MR. BROWN: Object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: How did you say that, now ? 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would you have had someone sign — would 
you have asked Carol Smith to sign your name to this card if it were 
not true that the girls had signed? 

MR. BROWN: I object to the Respondent's counsel shaking his 
head at the witness and giving her the answer to the question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You were shaking your head, counsel. I 

don't believe that it was intentional. 

MR. BROWN: I don't know if it was intentional either, but I call 
it to Respondent's counsel's attention. 

THE WITNESS: I don't want the card. I don't want no union nohow. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Well, let me just ask this one question which 
I think will clear it up, Mrs. Thomas. You were told that all the girls 
except you and your sister had signed. If that was not true, would you 
have had Carol Smith put your name on this card? A. No. 

MR. BROWN: Object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You never read this card, Mrs. Thomas, did 
you? You never read that card? A. No, I can't read. 


Q. And nobody ever read the cardto you? A. No, not when they 
give it to me, they didn't read it. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, did anybody ever read it to you? 
THE WITNESS: No, ain't nobody read me nothing. 


* * * * 


Room 262 

Federal Building 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Wednesday, May 17, 1967 


* * * 
Whereupon, | 
VIOLA GREEN . 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Miss Green, are you an employee of 
Marie Phillips? A. No, I am not. | 
Q. Were you ever an employee of Marie Phillips ? A. Yes. 
Q. When did you cease employment at Marie Phillips? | 
A. You want the exact date? 


Q. Well, approximately. A. Well, I started my new job Febru- 
ary 6th. | 

Q. February 6th? A. Yes. 

Q. And how — did you leave Marie Phillips before or after you 


started your new job? 

A. How can you — 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 

THE WITNESS: I don't understand that question, anyway. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you stop working for Marie Phillips be- 
fore you started your new job? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes. I gave two weeks’ notice before I quit. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) You gave them two weeks’ notice? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, how long before you started your new job had you stopped 
working at Marie Phillips? A. How long had I started my new job? 
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Q. In other words, you started your new job on February 6th? 
A. Right. 

Q. Now, did you stop working at Marie Phillips on the day be- 
fore you started? A. No. February 6th was on a Monday, so I had 
quit that Friday. 

Q. You had quit that Friday? A. Right. 

Q. Isee. Thank you. And prior to quitting on that Friday, how 
long had you been an employee of Marie Phillips? A. It would have 


been a year in February. I don't remember the exact date. Some date — 


around the 20th. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About a year? 

THE WITNESS: About a year, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What job did you hold during that time? 

A. We did IBM, the data processing they had. 

Q. I see. Now, Miss Green, I show you what has been marked as 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 29 and ask you if this is your signature 
onthe card? A. Yes. 

Q. And do you recall when you signed this card? A. No, I 
don't recall the exact date, no. 

Q. Do you recall the month? A. No. 

Q. Well, let me help you refresh your recollection. Was it be- 
fore Thanksgiving? A. I don't know. 

Q. You just don't know? A. No, I don't remember. 

Q. Okay. I show you the card and ask you to look it over carefully — 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objected to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I claim it is improper because there's no evidence 
at all in the record that this witness filled out this card and that she knows 
that the details in the card are accurate and she is being requested to look 
at the card and testify from the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Miss Green, have you had a chance to look 
at the card? A. Yes. 
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Q. I now take the card back from you and ask you, having now 
looked at the card, can you recall approximately when you signed the 
card? : 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objected to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. It has 10th month, so it must be October. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I see. Now, did you fill out or did someone 
else fill out the rest of the card? A. Well, if I didn't fill it out, I 
gave permission to someone else to fill it out. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, look at the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Look at the card. We're not trying to 
press you. All we want is your recollection now. Is that your hand- 
writing on the card? A. Well, it couldbe. Put it that way. 

Q. Well, are you sure that that's your signature? A. Well, 
you see, if I didn't sign this card myself, I gave permission to some- 
one else to sign it. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, did you sign it yourself or didn't you? 

THE WITNESS: Okay. I signed the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) We're not interested in what we could say. 
A. Okay. I signed it. 

Q. Are you sure you signed it? A. Yes. 

Q. You are sure you signedit? A. Yes. 

Q. And are you sure you filled out the rest of the card after you 
signed it? A. Yes. That's all there is to it on there. 

Q. Are you sure you filled out the remainder of this card? 

A. Yes, all the information on this card. 

Q. But did you fill it out? <A. Yes. 

Q. And after you filled out the card, what did you do with it? 
A. I think I gave it to James Bostick. I’m not sure who I gave it to. 

Q. Well, did you give it toan employee or not? A. re it 


was an employee. 


Q. It was an employee. Can you recall to whom you gave it? 
A. No. I think it was James Bostick. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: That's your best recollection? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Miss Green, you testified that you were 
an IBM — you worked on the IBM? 

A.. Department, yes. 

Q. Could you explain to us what the IBM department is as it was 
when you were working there? A. What they do? 

Q. Yes, where do they work, what they do, the whole operation 
to the best of your ability. A. Well, it's really combined with the ship- 
ping department. They bring the dresses over. 

Q. Now, by "they," you mean who? A. James Bostick, Millie. 

Q. Now, who arethey? A. They work in the shipping depart- 
ment. 

Q. They're shippers? A. Well, they're shipping clerks. 

Q. Now, you're saying that these shipping clerks — A. They 
would pick the dresses, like James picked the dresses that would have 
to go out on the order, and we would do the billing on them. Like, the 
stores they were going to, we have cards that we would pick out and 
put through the machine, run the amount of dresses and stuff like that. 

Q. Now, where were you located? Where did you work? 

A. Next to the shipping department. 

Q. Next to the shipping department? A. Yes, it's — well, 
they're combined except by a — well, a file cabinet like. 

Q. Is that a separate room in which you people work? A. Well, 
no. It’s one big room, but it is divided by a file. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's by some filing cabinets? 

THE WITNESS: Not exactly filing cabinets. It's a big, long — it’s 
like a room divider and they have different records they keep in there. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I see. Now, did the shippers, James Bostick 
and the other people that you mentioned, did they or did they not bring 


you the dresses? A. Yes, they did. They bring them over. 


Q. And after you were through billing them, what did you do with 
them? A. After we're done with them, they're sent over to the packers. 
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Q. And how did they get from where you worked over to the pack- 
ers? A. Mr. Reed moved them. | 

Q. Mr. Reed — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who is Mr. Reed? 

THE WITNESS: I guess you'd call him a — he's in the — well, he 
does all the mailing and stuff like that, shipping. I don't know. I guess 
it's all the shipping department, really. | 

. (By Mr. Brown) He works in the shipping department ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Approximately how often during an average working day would 
the shippers, like Bostick, bring you goods to be ticketed or billed? 
A. How often? | 

Q. Yes. I mean, was it a continuous process or once a day, 
twice aday? A. Well, it’s a continuous process. It all depends on — 
it's seasonal really, I think. It depends on how many. Like certain sea- 
sons they're shipping a lot and certain seasons they're slow and he brings 
over a lot all day, long as they have, you know, stuff to go out. | 

Q. Now, when you worked at the IBM, did you have occasion to 
work at any other place in the Shop? A. Yes. 

Q. Whereabouts? A. Well, when the work was slow, we work 
over and help file and stuff like that. 

Q. You say help file? A. Yes. 

Q. Where was this done? A. In the shipping department. 

Q. Inthe shipping department? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you or did you not ever have occasion to work in the of- 
fice with the office clericals? 

A. No. 

Q. To the best of your knowledge, did any of the — well, let me 
ask you this first. How many other clerks were there working as you 
were onthe IBM? A. Well, it started with three. Then it was four. 
Altogether it was four. | 


Q. Did you all do approximately the same? A. Yes. | 
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Q. Job? A. Yes. We took turns. Two machines, two girls 
would work at the machines; two girls would work setting up the ma- 
chine for the girls, the other two that were, you know, sitting. 

Q. Now, the — could you tell us the names of these girls that 
were working in the IBM when you left? A. WhenI left? 

Q. Yes. A. Jackie Harris. She's the only one that was work- 
ing when I left. 

Q. You just told us that there were four? A. Yes. They had 
quit before me. Mary Jones and Ida Martin, they were sisters, they 
had quit about two months before I did and then I was next and that left 
Jackie. 

Q. I see. Now, during the time that the four of you worked to- 
gether, did you all perform approximately the same functions ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did any of the other girls besides yourself have occasion to 
work in the office with the clerical people? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion during the — during your work as 
an IBM operator to go into the office clerical and get or receive informa- 
tion or supplies and soforth? A. No. 

Q. Who was your boss while you were working in the IBM depart- 
ment? A. Sal Maluzzi. Well, he was our — well, we would ask him all 
the questions we had, any questions we had. 


* * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 
* * * * * 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, have you had anything to do with the 
manufacture of dresses? A. Not that I know of, no. 


Q. You never operated a sewing machine? A. No. 


Q. You never did any pressing or cutting? A. No. 


Q. So your sole responsibility in the shop had to do with this IBM 
machine? A. Right. 
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| 
Q. And this was a separate department? A. Yes, could 
say that. 
Q. In other words, the IBM operators did clerical work or of- 
fice work? 
MR. BROWN: Object. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. Yes, sare 
. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And if you weren't busy doing that, then 
you did re but you never worked on a dress as such? A. I've 
never — I have never myself personally never sewed on a cess no. 
Q. Yes. That's what I mean. Nor did you ever cut a dress? 
| 
| 


A. No, I've never cut a dress. 
Q. Or press a dress? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You've already asked her that, consele 
You don't need it again. She said she didn't cut, sew or press. 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) So it's clear for the record that you did 
none of these things? | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It's clear, counsel. | 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, the IBM section is known in the 
shop as a distinct section and is laid out physically apart from the 
part of the shop that's devoted to the manufacture of dresses? 
A. It's on a different side, yes. | 
Q. And there's a big filing cabinet that separates the section 
from the next section to it which would be the shipping section? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And this filing cabinet is a large filing cabinet? A. Yes. 


Q. And if — it would extend almost as high as the ceiling here? 
A. Yes. 
Q. By the way, the second floor of Marie Phillips is a large 


open section, isn't it? A. Right. 
Q. And there is no such thing as a really imposing office sec- 
tion? A. Well, no. 
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REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Green, you testified when I was asking 
you that when you weren't working in the IBM department you were in 
the shipping room filing. Could we discuss that for a moment ? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I didn't understand that she said anything of 
the kind, and I object to it. I take it it's redirect. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You take what? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I take it this is redirect ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. SUDARSKY: And it's clearly objectionable. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Let's talk about this, Miss Green — 

MR. SUDARSKY: It's objectionable because it's leading. 

MR. BROWN: Of course it's leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) When you were working in the shipping room, 
Miss Green — 

MR. SUDARSKY: Now, I'll object to it because he’s putting words 
in the witness’ mouth. He's asking for the operation of the witness’ mind. 
It's objectionable on all of those grounds. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. SUDARSKY: He's counsel for the government and he knows 
better. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) When you were working in the shipping room, 


Miss Green, who were you working with? 

MR. SUDARSKY: The testimony is clear that this witness did not 
work in the shipping room. She worked in the IBM department that is 
in a different section from the shipping room. She never testified she 
worked in the shipping department. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
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MR. BROWN: Could I have my question read back? | 
(The pending question was read by the Reporter;) 
A. Between Millie and Frank. It all depends on, well, how much work 
had to be done in the IBM department. All the time they didn't have 
enough work for all of the girls to be busy, so some work there until 
they got enough work to go back. | 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Well, who were — not so much the names, 


TRIAL EXAMINER: What kind of employees were they? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What kind of employees were they? 
A. What kind? | 

Q. Are they employees that were or were not assigned to the 
shipping room? A. No. They were assigned to the shipping room. 


Q. And what were you doing during these occasions when you 


were inthe shipping room? A. Well, we — 

Q. Could you speak up, please, so the Reporter can get 2 
A. I'm trying to think. 

Q. Yes. A. Well, we would find the card for the dresses to be 
going out, we would find them and put them onto the rack of dresses 
that were supposed to go out, the right number, and we would get 
dresses from the hospital, so it’s a place where they keep dresses 
until it's time to ship them and we would get dresses from the hospi- 
tal and put them in certain order on the rack or something like that. 


Q. Now, were or were not these tasks that were also being per- 


formed by the shipping room employees? 

A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What percentage of your time did you work 
in the shipping department? In other words, out of a week, did you 
work only an hour a week or half a day a week on an average or just 
how much? | 
THE WITNESS: That's where it depends, because it all depends 


on how much work they had. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: What was the most time that you'd spend ina 
week? 

THE WITNESS: Every week we didn't work there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. So there were some weeks you did 
not work in the shipping department ? 

THE WITNESS: Right. There were some weeks we did not work 
and there were some weeks we did work. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) During those weeks you did work in the ship- 
ping room, approximately how many days a week would you say you 
worked in the shipping room? A. How many days a week? Well, so 
many hours out of a day. 

Q. All right. How many hours out of aday? A. Well, if they 
didn't have any dresses ready to be shipped in the morning and we 
couldn't do the IBM work, we'd work until they did bring some over, 
two or three hours until they brought some over. Then we'd go back 
and then we'd do those dresses, because the machine goes faster some- 
times than they can pull and we'd rotate back and forth. 

Q. Now, when they brought dresses over to the IBM department — 
let's take it step by step, if I may. When — I think you mentioned some 


employee, I think it was Jimmy Bostick would bring dresses over to you? 
A. Yes. 

Q. When Bostick brought a dress into your department or alcove — 
A. Yes. 

Q. What happened? Tell us step by step what happened then? 


A. What exactly happened after he brought it over? 

Q. Yes. <A. We would check each order. 

Q. Before you did that, did or did not you take the dress from him? 
A. The dresses were ona rack. He'd bring a whole rack over. 

Q. Would he or would he not leave the rack there? A. Yes. 

Q. Then what would you do? A. We would check every dress to 
make sure the right amount was going out because they make a lot of mis- 
takes on different orders. Like maybe they'll have five and there's only 
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four. A large folder inside has the amount of dresses going out, the 
style. We're supposed to check the style and the amount and make sure 
it's the right amount. | 

Q. How do you check the amount and the style of the dress? 
A. Well, the style of the dress, we have a list of styles and y you 
work there longer you get to know them by heart. You don't have to 
worry about that. You know the style by looking at it. Sometimes they'd 
have the wrong style in there. It's similar, but it's the wrong style. And 
the amount, it's supposed to be written on the inside, which Frank Garfi 
does that. | 

Q. Inside of what? A. Inside of the folder. Frank Garfi does 
that. They write the amount of dresses going out. Sometimes they have 
twenty. Sometimes it's only fifteen, something like that. 

Q. What's only fifteen? A. The actual amount. 

Q. You meanthe order? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, am I correct in saying that what you were doing there is 
checking the order against what had actually been picked? A. Right. 

Q. Now, how did you physically go about checking the order as 
opposed to what had been picked? Did you do all that on paper or not? 
A. No, no. It’s the physical part of it. 


Q. And by physical, what do you mean? A. Well, Pee to 


check the amount of dresses that's hanging on a rack; you have to move 
it by hand. | 

Q. Move what? A. The dresses, to count them. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: To physically count the dresses? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes. And physically take the folder off the hook. 
The iolder has a small hole in it and it's put over, let’s say maybe the 
first order. It has a little ticket on it and they take the folder that goes 
with the specific order and they put it over one of the hangers and you 
have to lift the hanger and take the folder off. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Is there a folder on every hanger? A. Every 
order. 
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Q. I see. Go ahead. Continue. A. You have to lift the amount 
of dresses up and take the folder off and check it like that. 

Q. Isee. Now, after you were through checking, what did you then 
do? <A. You have to take each folder off every order and bring them 
over and put them on top of the file cabinet. 

Q. Isee. And then what? A. Then we would go through the proc- 
ess of picking the IBM cards for the machine. 

Q. Now, the IBM cards, did you people punch out the cards? 

A. We made a dress card. Most of them were made in New York, - 
but we did have occasion to make some and different style cards, differ- 
ent zones we'd have to make different cards, yes. 

Q. Now, take, for example, we had Style 6000. Style 6000, twelve 
items of Style 6000 were going out. You've checked that you have Style 
6000, let's say, all in green. Now, after you've verified that the number 
picked corresponds to the number on the order, tell us again what you 
did? A. After we had verified it? 

Q. Yes. A. We'd take the folder off the hook, off the hanger, 
bring it over, put it on top of the file cabinet. We wouldn't just do, say, 
one at atime. We would take a whole rack. We'd pick a whole rack be- 
cause it’s foolish one at atime. We'd pick two or three racks and bring 
them all over. Then we'd have to put the amount of weight on the dresses. 
We had a chart to go by. Say, how much the dresses go by, we had a 
weight chart. We'd have to write the weight inside, so the girls sitting 
at the machine would know the pounds. 

Q. Inside what? A. Inside the folder. She'd know the pounds 


of the weight going to each zone, that way it would make it easier for 
her to do the billing. 
Q. In other words, you were doing this for another department ? 


I mean, you were writing this in so that another department could 
use these figures? A. Right. Well, before — 

MR. SUDARSKY: That's objectionable. I didn't hear the witness 
to say another department. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection sustained. 

THE WITNESS: It's all in the shipping department. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Inthe shipping department? A. It all goes 
through the shipping department. | 

Q. All right. Continue on what you then did? A. well, the weights 
that were written in, we had a chart for each weight of each dress. We'd 
have to add them together. If it was different styles, maybe they'd weigh 
a different amount, so we'd add all the weights together and put it in small 
pencil or pen there so the girl would know maybe twenty pounds to the 
fifth zone and that way we'd get the price of the shipping fee. Then we 
had a chart for the insurance and this would all be added in by the machine. 
It calculates itself, but we'd have to punch it in. 

Q. Then you said that you pulled the IBM cards? A. Yes, out of 
a drawer, out of a file cabinet. 

Q. And then, after you pulled the IBM card, what did youl do with 
the IBM card? A. You put them in order the way that they go — green, 
white, orange, blue, into this order they'd go into the machine. | 

Q. And then what happened next? A. Well, the girl at the ma- 
chine would go about sending the dresses, Shipping them out. 

Q. I mean, once you put the cards, stacked them in the machine? 
A. Yes. 


Q. What — now, you say you did — did you or did you not both work 


at the machine and stack cards? A. We would take turns. 

Q. Okay. Fine. Now, once the cards were stacked in the IBM ma- 
chine, what did the girls sitting at the desk or at the console, what did 
they do? A. What console? | 

Q. Excuse me. I'm sorry. The girl sitting at the machine, what 
did she do, if anything? A. What did they do with the cards? 

Q. Yes, what does she do? A. She starts the machines and that 
way it processes the data on the sheet. You want the whole process how 


the machine works ? 
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Q. What does the girl sitting at the machine actually do? 
A. She works the machine. 

Q. How does she work the machine? A. By pressing differ- 
ent buttons and that's it. 

Q. I see. Now, after the girl presses the buttons and the ma- 


chine works, what happens next? A. After that, the folders that 


were already done are stacked in the chair. Then they're taken, they're 
put in a bin and they're given up in another department to be filed away 
again as completed until they need them again. And the girl that's stand- 
ing up takes the charges off — it's a billing. It's an invoice. She takes 
the invoice over to the machine, hangs it on the rack for each order. 

Q. Is anything else put onto the dresses after it goes through 
the IBM machine? A. Just the invoice. 

Q. All right. Now, we're at the end of the process. What happens 
next? A. The racks are then moved over into the packing, you know, 
packing department. 

Q. And how are the racks moved? A. They're pushed over. 

Q. Who pushes them? A. Mr. Reed is supposed to do it. He 
brings it over. If he’s really busy, we'll do it. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to do it? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Could you tell us approximately how many times in an average 
week? A. How many times? Well, if he’s busy, which he has a lot of 

work to do, we would do it. I couldn't tell you how many times, 
because we've done it so much. 

Q. Would you say you do it often or do you do it very frequently 
or seldomly? A. Yes, we do it frequently. If there’s no room, we 
would move the racks over. 

Q. Now, what floor did this operation take place on? A. Second 
floor. 

Q. And do you know to your knowledge who did the office typing for 
the management while you were employed? A. Office typing for what — 
what do you mean? 


Q. Typing — 

MR, SUDARSKY: That's beyond the scope of cross. 

MR. BROWN: I asked her if she knew. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I sustain the objection. This is improper 
redirect. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, if I may, the Respondent brought out 
the fact that the witness was away from the office where all the office 
work was done. I believe it's proper matter for redirect insofar as 
the cross brought out office clerical work, the obvious implication that 
this was — this girl was intermingled with whatever office clerical there 
were. Now, I feel that in my opinion it's a proper subject for redirect 
to clear up this matter brought out and left hanging on cross. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you go into office clericals? | 

MR. SUDARSKY: No, I did not. I don't recall I did. The only 
question J recall I asked — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You asked about the private offices of Mr. 
Rametta and Mrs. Pricone. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes, because the counsellor on ees 
tion, Mr. Examiner, asked a few questions as to whether she had ever 
been in their private offices. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't recall that at all either, bat in any 
event, I'll sustain the objection. Proceed, counsel. : 

Well, I'm going to ask this question on my own. I'm going to 
find out. Was there an office in the plant where girls worked? 

THE WITNESS: Where girls worked, no. | 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there any part of the building where 
girls worked typing, taking dictation or answering telephones? 

THE WITNESS: No. i 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did any of the girls in your department as far 


as you know ever have occasion to be called upon to do *yping, dictation, 
answer telephone calls? 
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MR. SUDARSKY: Now, that's improper. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Could you answer the question? A. What 
kind of typing? 

Q. Well, for example, a business letter? A. No, no. 

Q. And how about answering telephone calls or taking dictation? 
A. Nobody answered the telephone. 

Q. How about taking dictation? A. No. 

MR. BROWN: I have nothing further on redirect. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have any questions, Mr. Sudarsky? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Ihave a few questions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 
. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Miss Green, it is true, is it not, that in 


eee the IBM equipment, you have a typewriter there and you have 


to do typing on that IBM equipment? A. Yes, it can be used as a reg- 
ular typewriter and an IBM machine. 

Q. And you have used the machine and done the typewriting on 
the IBM? A. Ihave typed some things on there, yes. 

Q. Your main responsibility in the plant, of course, was in con- 
nection with the billing? A. Right. 

Q. And billing is closely connected to the shipping, isn't that so? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And that's what you tried to testify to, that in shipping your 
responsibility was to count the dresses and bill accordingly? <A. Yes. 

Q. And wasn't that your main responsibility? A. That's what 
we did. 

Q. And it was only in connection with this that you had anything 
to do with shipping? A. Yes, I guess you could say that. 

Q. Isn't that true? <A. Yes. 

Q. And then when you were through, it went on to packing? 


A. Yes. 
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Q. After you knew that the dresses that were to be shipped were 
properly billed, then the dresses were moved down to packing? 
A. Right. 3 

Q. But your main responsibility in the whole aroetion ® was to be 
sure that the proper billing was done for the dresses that were shipped 
to packing? <A. Yes. | 

Q. Right? A. Yes. | 

Q. Now, as far as typing is concerned, how many words can you 

type a minute? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. It all depends. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Don't be modest. Let us know. . A. No. 
it all depends. You're asking how many words do I type a minute. I 
don't know. | 

Q. Are you a good typist? A. Average. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is there anything further, Mr. Brown? You're 
concluded, are you not, Mr. Sudarsky ? 

MR. SUDARSKY: [ am. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Green, during the time that you were 
working in the IBM department, what sort of typing did you have oc- 
casion todo? A. Well, we typed — what would you call them, it's 
little cards that go in different files. It has like the state, the name of 
the company and the account number. | 


Q. And what files are you referring to? A. They go in the 


rotary file. They're little cards that are hooked onto a rotary and you 
| 


can turn it around. 

Q. Where are those rotary files? A. It's over in the shipping 
department. | 

Q. Is this all the type of typing that you had occasion to , do? 

A. Yes. 
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MR. BROWN: No further questions. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You've concluded, Mr. Sudarsky? 
MR. SUDARSKY: I may have one more question. 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Well, you typed the invoices, too, did you 
not? A. Yes, but there's nothing on them. 


Q. Well, doesn't every invoice have to be typed out by you, com- 


pleted by you? A. Well, there’s not very much on the invoice to type 


out. 
Q. Yes, but that was your responsibility, to type out the invoice? 
A. It’s two words, two initials. Yes, that's part of the job. The machine 
does practically all the work. 
Q. Yes. I understand that. But your job is not only with respect 
to the card itself, but with respect to the invoices, the bills? A. Yes. 
Q. Sometimes you were not required to break down the different 
sizes? A. Yes, sizes and colors. 
. And did you break down the different colors? A. Right. 
. And that would all have to be typed in by you, would it not? 


. And any special instructions? A. Yes. 
. You wouldtype that in? A. Yes. 
. And you — actually you and the other IBM operator had the 
complete responsibility in that department for the billing? A. Yes. 
* * * * * 
Whereupon, 
ANGELA CASAIS 
was Called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
x * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Casais, are you an employee of 
Marie Phillips? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes, I am. 
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. (By Mr. Brown) And how long have you been an emplpyee? 
A. ee Interpretor) About a year and a half. 


Q. And what job do you dothere? A. (Through ees 
| 


Sewing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: An operator ? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes, machine sewing 
operator. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Casais, I show you what has been marked 

as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 30 and ask you if this is your sig- 
nature on the card? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes, sir. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you fill out anything else on the card? 

| 


A. (Through Interpreter) No, sir. 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do you know who did? A. (Through Inter- 


preter) No, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do you remember when you signed the card? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Not exactly. ! 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, about when? What month? _ 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) About three months, three 
or four months. She doesn't remember which month. 

Q. {By Mr. Brown) Was it before or after Thanksgiving? 
A. (Through Interpreter) After. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it before or after Christmas ? | 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) I can't really tell you ex- 
actly. I'm quite nervous now. She feels that she thinks it was after 
Christmas, but she's not sure. | 

*” 5 * * H * 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do you recall if you signed it in October? 

MR. SUDARSKY: No, I object to it. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The objection is overruled. 
A. (Through Interpreter) Frankly speaking, I don't know exactly whether 


it was before or after Christmas. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) Ask her if she remembers — I'll put the 
question to her. Mrs. Casais, do you remember the big snow storm 
that came in the beginning of February? A. (Through Interpreter) 
Yes, I remember. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you remember when the strike started 
at the plant? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you sign the card before or after the 
strike started? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Before. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About how long before the strike started 

did she sign the card? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) I don't know exactly, but 
I know it was before. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it a week or a month? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) More than a week before. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it as much as a month or wasn't it? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) It could be about that. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was it before or after New Years? 


A. (Through Interpreter) That's what's confusing to her. She doesn't 


remember whether it was before the holidays or not. The only — she 
does remember the time of the strike when the shop went on strike. 
That's about all. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Miss Casais — Mrs. Casais, do you remem- 
ber the time in the plant when there was talk among the employees 
about a union? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Leading question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you or did you not ever hear any talk in 
the plant concerning a union among the employees? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) No, I haven't. 


139 
: 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Who gave youthe card? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) A lady employee there. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What was her name? | 
THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Atilia DeRenzo was her 


name. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Does Mrs. DeRenzo speak aoe 


A. ae Interpreter) Yes. 
. (By Mr. Brown) Did Mrs. DeRenzo explain the card to you? 

A. ee Interpreter) Mrs. DeRenzo told me that the majérity, of 
employees did sign that card. By putting her signature on the card, she 
could be helping the people that were working there. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And how did Mrs. DeRenzo tell her how she 
could be helping? A. (Through Interpreter) By just signing the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Well, I object as being not responsive. Did 
Mrs. DeRenzo tell her how she could help the employees by putting her 
name onthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) That's all = said, that 
she would help the employees by signing the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did Mrs. DeRenzo mention to her about a 
union? | 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, the form of the question is Cries onae: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did or did not Mrs. DeRenzo mention a union 
toher? A. (Through Interpreter) No, she did not. ! 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What did you do with the card after you signed 
it? A. (Through Interpreter) I give them back to her, to Mrs. DeRenzo. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was or was not this on the day that you signed 
the card? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes, same day. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you ever see the card again? i A. (Through 
Interpreter) No, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Casais, can you read English? 
A. (Through Interpreter) No, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Why did you sign an English card if ne couldn't 
read it? 
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MR. SUDARSKY: Objected to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. (Through Interpreter) Because it seemed right to me that by sign- 
ing the card I would help the other workers. 

Q. (By Mr.'Brown) Were you told how many people had signed 
this ? 

MR. SUDARSKY: That's already been answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. (Through Interpreter) She told me that the majority of the employ- 
ees did already sign the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Whatcard? A. (Through Interpreter) 
The one that you've here shown me. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What is it I just showed you? 

MR. SUDARSKY: This is sort of a tricky way to get around. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. (Through Interpreter) The only way you can understand that, that 
card was the card that I signed in order to help the people. My prob- 
lem is quite bad because I do not understand the language. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Casais, who told you that you had to 


appear here this morning? A. (Through Interpreter) Atilia De- 


Renzo is the one who informed me to be here this morning. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) When did she tell you this? A. (Through 
Interpreter) This morning. She was here previous to today, but the 
case didn't go on, so she went back. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did she speak to anybody else in the plant 
before she came up here this morning? A. (Through Interpreter) 

No, sir. 

* *x cd * * 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Casais, before signing your card, did 
you speak to any employee about the Union? A. (Through Interpreter) 


No, sir. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Casais, before you signed the coral did 
any employee speak to you about the union? A. (Through Interpreter) 
No, sir. 

* 

Whereupon, 

MOSELLA PETERS 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Goundel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

sd * * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Peters, do you work for Marie 


Phillips? A. I do, yes. 
Q. What is your job at Marie Phillips? A. Pressing. 


Q. How long have you been a presser ? A. Thirty-two years. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: At Marie Phillips for 32 years? 

THE WITNESS: At Marie Phillips. ! 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Peters, I show you a document 
that's been marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 31 and ask you if you recognize it? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What is that document, Mrs. Peters? A. That document - 
I signed that card. : 

Q. And is that your signature? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you fill in everything that's on h there? 

THE WITNESS: I filled in everything that's on there. | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Can you tell us when you filled it out? 
A. October 14th, 1966. 

Q. What did you do with the card, Mrs. Peters, after you filled 
it out? A. I taken it home and filled it out and I brought ss back and 
gave it to the one I got it from. 

Q. Who was that? A. Jimmy Bostick. 


142 


MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I offer General Counsel's No. 
31 in evidence and leave a copy with the Examiner and show the orig- 
inal to counsel for Respondent. Incidentally, counsel has not finished 

his examination, but is affording counsel an opportunity. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think you ought to finish your examination. 
It will save time. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Peters, some time in January, did 
any person in the shop speak to you about a union? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was that, please? A. John Reed. 

Q. Whois John Reed? A. He's a foreman over somebody. 

Q. Well, can you tell us when you had that conversation with Mr. 
Reed? A. It was January the 20th. 

Q. Where did you have the conversation with him? A. Inthe 
shop. 

Q. Do you know what part of the shop? A. Where I press, in 
the pressing department. 

Q. Was anybody else present at the time you had that conversa- 
tion with Mr. Reed? A. Yes. Willie DeLawrence was present. 


Q. About how far away was Willie DeLawrence standing at the 


time? A. Willie DeLawrence was from here to this table, this desk 


over here. 

MR. ROSEMERE: May the record show approximately ten feet? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Ten feet? 

THE WITNESS: Ten feet. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, did — strike that. You were in 
your own pressing department, I believe you testified? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you at your machine? A. At my table, yes. 

Q. Now, did you approach Mr. Reed or did Mr. Reed approach 
you? A. Mr. Reed approached me. 

Q. Does Mr. Reed have duties in the pressing department, to 
your knowledge? A. No. 

Q. Is Mr. Reed your boss? A. No. 
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Q. Will you tell us, please, what Mr. Reed said to you and what you 
said to Mr. Reed at thattime? A. Well, Mr. Reed came over and said 
that Mr. Rametta, which is the boss, asked him to come around and ask 
us girls had we signed for the union? So I told him no. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, now, is this hearsay as to Mr. Rametta or 
direct as to Mr. Reed? | 

THE WITNESS: Well — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: This is direct as to Mr. Reed and it's the only 
way I'm accepting it. I don't know whether Mr. Rametta asked Mr. Reed 

or not. I'm not making a finding on that right now. I'm only taking 
the conversation of Mr. Reed and this witness. | 

MR. SUDARSKY: The record does set forth that Mr. Reed interro- 
gated an employee. It has not been established and it has been denied 
that Mr. Reed speaks for the corporation in any capacity. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I believe it's alleged that he's a supervisor 
and an agent and you deny it? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The Respondent denied that so that is an issue. 
The only evidence we have now that he is a supervisor is this witness’ 
testimony that he is a foreman. I assume there's going to be further evi- 
dence. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Further evidence also with respect to the allega- 
tion of agency. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. Well, that's what I had in mihd particu- 
larly. There'll be further evidence as to the supervisory status of John 
Reed. : 

MR. ROSEMERE: Yes, and if not supervisory, at least agency. 

MR. SUDARSKY: This evidence is taken subject — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Subject to that connection. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Peters, will you continue with the 


account of that conversation, please, if there is more? | 
| 


144 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, Mr. Rosemere asked you — I believe 
you testified that Mr. Reed came to you and told you that Mr. Rametta 
had asked him to go around to the employees and find out if they belong 
to the union? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Signed a union card or which? 

THE WITNESS: He said Mr. Rametta told him to come around 
and ask we girls had we signed a card for the union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And he asked you? 

THE WITNESS: He asked me. Mr. Rametta told him to ask me. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you say? 

THE WITNESS: I told him no. I didn't know nothing about no un- 
ion. So I said, "Where is it? If the union around, let me know. Maybe 
I'll be with the rest of them because I've been working here for 32 
years and I'm not getting but a dollar and a quarter." So he says, 
"Remember years ago when the union was around, what a time we had. 
We went on a strike and the workers lost money and it was a worse time 
then than now." 

MR. SUDARSKY: Now, the answer to the question, I take it, is 
made or are we going to allow the witness just to go on talking ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. This is what Mr. Reed said to her. 

That's the way I understand the testimony. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did Mr. Reed say anything else to you or 
did you say anything else to him ? 

THE WITNESS: He told me to stay away from the union because 


the union was no good, and he said that, "You know. what a time we had 
before." So I just told him I still didn't know anything about the union. 
So, well, he went on to say that, "Mr. Rametta would take care of you.” 


He said, "You keep —" 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. — 
THE WITNESS: "Mr. Rametta would take care of you.” 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Take care of you? 

THE WITNESS: Which was me. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: And he said that, ''You keep away from the union. 
They're no good." So he went away. So the next following week he came 
to me again. He said, "Keep away from the union. Didn't Mr. Rametta 
take care of you this week like he said"? I said, 'Me"? And so I didn't 
say anything else. So then, at noontime — this was in the morning when 
John Reed came around before noon. Noontime I got my pay, | which was 
the 20th of January, same date, and so I discovered a fifteen cents raise, 
fifteen cents an hour raise on my pay, which was a couple of weeks be- 
fore the minimum wage began. So then, he says, "Didn't Mr. Rametta 


take care of you''? I said, "Yes, the government increased my 


pay." 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Is that all there was to the conversation? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Let me see if I understand you correctly, Mrs. Peters. You 
had this conversation with Mr. Reed, I believe, for the first time ac- 
cording to your testimony on January 20th? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, was that the day on which you discovered the increase 
in your pay? A. That's right. | 

Q. Isee. Some time that day? A. At noontime, which was on 
a Friday we got our pay, we get paid at noontime on Fridays. 

Q. And was that the day on which you discovered the increase in 
your pay? A. Yes. | 

Q. Now, had anybody in the company, anybody in the management 
told you that you were going to get that increase in pay? A, No. 

Q. Now, if I understand you, there was some future time after 
January 20th that you had another conversation with John Reed, is that 
what you testified to? A. The next week, yes. : 

Q. The following week you say? A. Yes. 
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Q. And had you already told us what Mr. Reed told you in that 
conversation? A. I said the following week he came back to me and 
asked me did Mr. Rametta take care of me like he said. 

Q. Now, did you hear anybody in the management give a speech? 
A. I did. 

Q. And who gave that speech? A. Mr. Rametta. 

Q. Can you fix for us the time when that speech was given? 

A. Well, on a Thursday, which was the 19th, he made a speech at 
noontime, but it was all in Italian and none of us could understand 
what he was saying because we can't speak Italian. 

Q. Excuse me. Did you see him speaking to these employees? 
A. I was right there. 

Q. But you didn’t understand Italian? A. I didn't know what 
he was saying. 

Q. Allright. A. And the next day, which was that same Friday, 
the 20th, he made another speech in English. 

Q. And what employees did he talk to on the 20th in English? 

A. The pressers. 

Q. About how many people were there in the pressing? A. Well, 
at that time they all was — the operators was on one side and the press- 
ers in another, but he was in the pressing department when he made the 
speech in English. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About how many pressers were there at 
that time? 

THE WITNESS: About eight or nine. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. Was there anybody besides the 
pressers there listening to Mr. Rametta? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The operators came over to the pressing de- 


partment ? 
THE WITNESS: That's right. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, will you tell us, please, Mrs. Peters, 
to the best of your recollection, what you heard Mr. Rametta say to those 
people who were present? A. Well, Mr. Rametta said, "I understand 
that you people want the union. I don't see why you want the union. I 
treat you nice. We all get along here. I thought we all was one happy 
family. But those that want the union, go ahead and have the union." 
And another expression he said, he says, "I don't want no union and you 
people don't have to go to New York, nowhere else and get no damn Jews 
and tell them to come here and tell me how to run my business." And 
he said that he was in — he had been away and he had been in the hospi- 

tal, and he was sick and he didn't want to be bothered with no union, 
and he had lost his brother and he didn't feel he wanted to be bothered 


with no union, but them that want the union, go and have the union. 


@. Do you recall anything else he said? A. I don't recall any- 


thing else right now. 

Q. Let me see if I can refresh your recollection. Do you recall 
his saying anything about seeing certain people in the plant? ‘A. Who 
seen — : 

MR. SUDARSKY: That's an improper question, and I'm amazed 
that an experienced counsellor would ask a question of that kind. It's 
highly objectionable and starting to be quite leading and I want the rec- 
ord to show that I object to any kind of questioning of this kind iby Mr. 
Rosemere of this witness. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Peters, I'm trying to revive your 
recollection with respect to the events of that particular speech. Do 
you recall whether Mr. Rametta said anything about seeing other peo- 
ple in the plant if you had any problems? A. Yes. | 

Q. Would you tell us, please — 

MR. SUDARSKY: He's putting words right into the witness" 

mouth. He's asking for the operation of the witness’ mind, not 


the proper kind of questioning at all, and I object to it. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Would you tell us, please, Mrs. Peters, 
what he said if you recall? A. He said, "If you're not satisfied and 
there's anything you want to know, you don't want to come to me, see 
John Reed, Sal Maluzzi, and Sal Pricone and Frank Garfi and tell them 
your problem and either come in the office." 

Q. Is that all you recall now of that conversation? A. Yes. 

I can't recall anything else right now. 
cd * Sad 
Whereupon, 
ELLA BRYANT 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly Sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. ‘Brown) Mrs. Bryant, are you an employee of Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes, lam. 

Q. And how long have you been an employee? A. About two 
and a half years. 

Q. And what job do you do? A. Sewing machine operator. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Bryant, I show you what has been marked as Gen- 
eral Counsel's Exhibit No. 32 and ask you if this is your signature on 
the card? A. It is my signature. 

Q. And did you fill out anything else onthe card? A. I filled 
out everything except the date on the card. 

Q. Except the date? A. That's right. 

Q. And do you recall when you signed the card? A. I signed 
the card somewhere in November. 

Q. Do you recall what part of November? A. No, but it was 
before Thanksgiving. That I know. 


Q. And what did you do with the card after you signed ‘it? 


A. Well, what happened was he gave me the card — 
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Q. Who ishe? A. Oh, James Bostick gave me the card. 

Q. Yes. A. AndI took the card in the bathroom. He gave it 
to me at work. I took the card to the bathroom and filled out all I 
could fill out right there and I filled it out in pencil because that's all 
Ihad. So I was going to give it to him that afternoon. I went home 
early because I was sick and I carried the card with me. I filled out 
the rest, but the date on it. The rest is filled out in pen, but the date, 
I didn't fill the date in and I don't know why I didn't, but I didn't fill it 
in. The next morning I gave it to James Bostick. | 

Q. Are you certain as to the date you signed it? A. I know 
I signed it in November, but the date I wouldn't be certain of that. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence at this time General Coun- 
sel's Exhibit No. 32. We have further questions of this witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, hand the card to counsel and then 
continue with your further questions, please. : 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Bryant, directing your attention 
to the middle of January, 1967, this year, did any member of manage- 
ment speak to you about the union? A. In January Mr. Rametta had 
a talk, but it was not only to me, he was talking to all the people that 
didn't speak Italian. He spoke to them the next day in English. 

Q. Well, now, what — you're telling us — were you present at 
this speech that you just referredto? A. Oh, yes. : 

Q. And do you recall the date of this speech? A. It was Jan- 
uary the 20th. | 

Q. And how do you know it was January the 20th? A. ‘That's 
the day Mosella got a raise in her pay. | 

Q. How do you know? A. Because she showed me her pay at 
12:00 o'clock. We usually eat together, and she showed me her pay, 


and how I really know about the date is I was wondering why 1 didn't 


get a raise in mine. 
Q. And who spoke to the employees ? 
A. Mr. Rametta. 


150 


Q. And who was there? A. All the people that didn't speak, 
didn't understand Italian, all the employees. He didn't call anyone in 
particular, but he spoke in the back. 

Q. Now, you mentioned all those who didn't speak Italian, what 
did — what difference did that make? A. Well, the day before at 
lunchtime Mr. Rametta came out and he started speaking to the people 
in the front. I mean, he didn't make no, you know, he just started 
speaking in the front and he spoke it all in Italian, and we couldn't 
understand what he said. So the next day he came out and he spoke 
to the people that didn't speak Italian, he spoke to us in English, and 
he apologized for it. 

Q. Now, to the best of your recollection, what did Mr. Rametta 
say? A. Well, at that time Mr. Rametta came out and he apologized 
for not, you know, telling us what he had said the day before, and he 
he told us that he had some papers that we had signed. He didn't say 


he had the papers, that he had the papers we signed. He said he had 


some papers. He said we signed for the union and that he wanted to 
talk to us about this, you know, about signing for the union. He said 
he didn't want the union in there. He said because the union was a lot 
of trouble. He said it wouldn't make trouble for him, but it would 

make trouble for us, and he told us that he remembered thirty 
years ago he had a place on — I don't know — I'm not going to say 
Plant Street, I don’t know. He had another shop, and he had a union 
in there and he had a lot of trouble and people stayed out of work a 
long time, and they fought and carried on in the shop and around the 
shop, and he said that we didn't need people coming from New York. 
He said we didn't need no damn Jews coming from New York to tell 
him how to run his business. He said we were doing just fine. We 
were just like a family and that we were doing fine. And he talked 
some more, but I don't remember all of it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What's illegal about that speech? 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. He doesn't want a union in the plant. 
He doesn't want people coming from New York telling him BoE to run 


the shop. 

MR. BROWN: In all due deference to the court, I would respect- 
fully ask the court, number one, to wait until we have the witness’ tes- 
timony finished and, second of all, to wait our briefs on the matter. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I just thought you might be able to tell me 
now what's coercive or promise of benefit in the speech? | 

MR. BROWN: Well, I would respectfully defer. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All Right. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, did Mr. Rametta explain what he 
meant by trouble to the employees? A. Well, he — the only thing I 


can gather from that, he was saying that we would be out of is a lot. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Now, I object to this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Please hold your objection until 
the witness is finished answering the question. 

MR. BROWN: Then, if it's objectionable, we can move to strike 
it. Let the witness answer. Thank you, Sir. 

THE WITNESS: He said, now as it is, that if we were working 
in one department and the work went out in that department, we could 
leave that department and go to another department and make out our 
day. As he said, if the union come in, whatever we're working on, if 
we didn't have any more of that kind of work, that we would have to go 
home. He said, as it is now, we’re making overtime and that we, you 
know, we were making money. But if the union come in, we couldn't 
very well do that. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Dowhat? A. Make as much money as 
we're making or overtime, I suppose. I'm not too sure of that. 

Q. Now, did Mr. Rametta say anything else? Do you recall Mr. 
Rametta saying anything else? A. Yes, I do. 
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Q. What else do you recall that he said at thistime? A. He 
said that he thought we could always come and talk to him, he said, be- 
cause he never have given us a hard time and he said if we felt we 
couldn’t come and talk to him, that there were Sal in the office and the 
other Sal Pricone and John Reed and, the fellow in the back — he’s the 
boss. 

Q. No one’s rushing you. Take your time. A. I forget his 
name, but he's tall. I know him when I see him, but I forget his name, 


but he is the boss over — I don't know his name. I can't recall it, but 
I know him. 

Q. Do you know John Reed? A. Yes. 

Q. After this speech by Rametta, did or did not John Reed speak 
to you about the union? A. Well — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he or didn't he? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Yes or no? I'm just asking you yes or no? 


A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, when and where? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Thank you. When and where? A. That 
Monday John Reed came — 

Q. Which Monday, Mrs. Bryant? A. Mr. Rametta spoke to us 
on a Friday. 

Q. Yes. 

A. Mr. Reed came to me that Monday. 

Q. The Monday of that same week or the Monday after? A. The 
following Monday, the Monday after. 

Q. And who was there when Mr. Reed came to you at that Monday? 
A. I was at the machine working. 

Q. Now, how do you know it was on that Monday? A. Because he 
had talked with the other girls before. 

Q. What other girls? A. The girls in the back, all the cutters as 
far as I know, because they had told me about it when we was talking to 


each other. 
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Q. What did he tell you? A. He told me he came Bound and 
asked if we joined the union, and [ told him no. | 

Q. Now, it's easier for the court if you — if we take it question 
and answer, please. Now, you testified that the other girls told you that 
Reed had spoken to them. Did they tell you when John Reed had spoken 
tothem? A. Yes, it was that morning, that Friday morning, because 
he came to me that Monday. 

Q. Well, now, did the girls tell you on that Friday morning _ 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Hearsay? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Hearsay. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. BROWN: All right. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, on the morning that you're testifying 
John Reed spoke to you, what did he say to you and you to him? 
A. Well, he asked me did I sign a card for the union, and I asked him 
why? He said, because I had heard that you had signed a card — no, 
that all the girls had signed a card for the union. I didn't say anything, 
and so he said, ''Well, did you sign one"? So, I looked at him and I 
said, "Why"? He said, "I just asked you did you sign one"? I said, 
"Who wants to know"? He said, "Mr. Rametta wants to know." So, 
I didn't say anything right then. He said, "Did you signa card"? I 
said, ''No." 

Q. And was that the end of the conversation? A. eS was the 
end of the conversation. | 

Q. And do you know what Mr. — what happened then? A. Well, 
nothing. He just went on back. He left me alone. 

* * * 

Whereupon, 

AURELIA FUSCO 


was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel 


and, having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as fol- 
lows: 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Fusco, are you an employee of Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes, lam. 

Q. And how long have you been an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. About four and a half years. 

Q. And what job do you do? A. Well, I do several jobs. I 
can't pin it down. I'm in the finishing department. 

Q. Well, do you have a title? A. Well, you could call me a 
floor girl, I guess. 

Q. Floor girl? Is it Mrs. Fusco? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Mrs. Fusco, I show you what has been marked as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 34 and ask you if that is your signature? 

A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Did you or did you not fill out anything else on the card? 

A. Yes, I filled out the whole card myself. 

Q. And do you remember when you signed and filled out the card? 
A. It was in October, but the exact date, I don't recall. 

Q. Are you sure it was in October? A. Yes. 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you signed it and 
filled it out? A. I gave it to Benny Fiamma. 

Q. At this time we offer into evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 34. Ihave further questions of this witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, would you please show the card to 
counsel and then continue with your examination? 

MR. BROWN: Of course. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Fusco, directing your attention to the 
middle of January, 1967, did any member of management speak to you 
about the union? A. The president of the shop made a speech to the 
English-speaking employees in the shop. That was the only person 
that I heard speak of the union. 

Q. Do you remember when that speech was? A. January 20th. 


Q. And'who was at this speech? A. The packers, the pressers, 


the rest of the women from the finishing department. 


Q. Who was this speech — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who's the president of this company? 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Rametta. 

(By Mr. Brown) And where was this speech held? he It 

was held near the back of the shop, you know, where the presses are. 

Q. Now, to the best of your recollection, what did Mr. Rametta 
say to these gathered employees? A. Well, he started his speech 
out by saying that he received word that we people wanted — the em- 
ployees wanted a union in the shop and that he didn't approve of the 
idea. He said that he thought we all got along, that he treated us 
pretty reasonable and he saw no reason why we would want a union. 
He mentioned how in the past he had a union in the shop and he said 
some employees who were still with us should remember it and re- 
member that they had lost in that union. He says, "I feel we could 
operate this shop without one." He says, "There's no reason why 
you people couldn't come to me if you had any complaints." He said 
we didn't have to go and hire a goldarn Jew from New York to repre- 
sent us. He said we could have talked to him if we had any problems; 
that if we were afraid to talk to him, that we could go to Frank Garfi, 
Sal Maluzzi, Sal Pricone, and I don’t recall any other names. He 
mentioned how he had had trouble and said we never know from one 
day to the next whether we're going to be around and he thought we 

all got along, that we were one big happy family and that this 
was a Surprise to him to find that we wanted a union, and he ended 
his speech by saying we don't know if we're going to be here tomor- 
row or what's going to happen from one day to the next. And He God 
blessed us all. 

Q. Mrs. Fusco, did or did not Mr. Rametta explain what he 
meant by his reference to the past union in the shop and that the em- 
ployees had lost? Did he explain what he meant by this? A. Well, 
he explained that there was a Strike. | 
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MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: And I recall him saying the strike was because 
of a girl he had fired. She had called him a monkey and he refused to 
take her back and so they went on strike. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, you testified also that during the same 
speech Mr. Rametta mentioned Frank Garfi, Sal Maluzzi and Sal Pricone 
as somebody that the employees could come to if they did not want to see 
Mr. Rametta? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall his mentioning any other person in the shop that 
the employees could come to if they did not want to see Mr. Rametta? 

A. Yes, I do. Right now, I recall John Reed. 

Q. Is it your testimony that he also said you could go to see John 

Reed? A. Yes, he did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What would you go to see John Reed about ? 

THE WITNESS: If we, you know, were afraid to talk to Rametta, 


that if we had any problems, if we were to go to any one of the people 


I had named, we could talk to them and then they would discuss our prob- 
lem with Mr. Rametta. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did he say that these people would then talk 
to him about the problems? A. Yes, if we talked to them. 

Q. Now, after this speech by Rametta — 

MR. SUDARSKY: Mr. Rametta to you. 

MR. BROWN: Mr. Rametta, I apologize. Your Honor, if I may 
continue my questioning without interruption by counsel. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, after this speech by Mr. Rametta, did 
any other member of management speak to you about the union? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Who? A. Sal Pricone. 

Q. When? A. I think it was the 20th of January. I can't re- 
member the exact date. 
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Q. And where did this conversation take place? A. It took 
place at the pressing machine where I was working. 

Q. And who else was present? A. No one. 

Q. Now, what did Sal Pricone say to you and what did you say to 
him? A. Well, Sal came to me and he said, "Chris, I heard that you 
signed for the union. Is it true’? AndI said no, I didn't. He said, 
"Well, remember, you've been out of work quite a bit because of ill- 
ness on your part and your daughter's part, and you come in late in 
the morning, and you would have something to lose if you did sien to 
get the union in." | 

Q. Did he say what you would have to lose? A. No, he didn't, 
but I assume he meant my job. | 

Q. Why did you assume that? A. Because I couldn't lassume 
anything else. It seemed to me the only answer left. : 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. BROWN: I think it's very relevant in an 8(1). 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It may very well be relevant, but I don't 
think her assumptions are going to help me at all. What did he say 

to her? I'll make the finding. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Approximately how long did this conversation 
last? A. I don't think it lasted more than a minute or two. 

Q. I see. 


MR. BROWN: If we may have a moment, please, Your Honor? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. | 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Fusco, referring back to the, | Speech 


that you attended by Mr. Rametta, do you recall Mr. Rametta saying 
anything at that time concerning union cards? A. He didn't believe 
that —- | 

Q. Well, do you? Yesorno? A. Yes,I do. 

Q. And what do you remember him saying about the union cards ? 


A. He didn't believe that the union had the majority. | 
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Q. Is that all you recall that he said? A. Yes. 
MR. BROWN: Your Honor, we have no further questions at this 
time. However, General Counsel reserves the right to recall this wit- 


ness at a later date if certain stipulations as to unit and unit placement 


are not reached. I would rather not clutter the record now if it's possi- 
ble to arrive at stipulation later. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think I'm guessing properly at what you 
have in mind, namely, there may be an issue as to whether a floor girl 
is included in the unit. 

MR. BROWN: That's right, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think that's reasonable enough. There's 
no sense in litigating that if there's a possibility of stipulation with re- 
spect to it. 

MR. BROWN: Right, Your Honor. So, with that reservation and 
with the court's acquiescence in our request, that we have no further 
questions of the witness at this time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. It will be understood that if she 
is recalled, it will be solely on the question of whether floor girls are 
included in the unit. 

MR. BROWN: Well, we don't mean to infer and I hope the court 
isn't getting the impression that this girl, a floor girl, is in the unit, no. 
We're not concerned with her unit placement, no. But we are concerned 
with the unit placement of other employees, so-called employees in the 
company, and we hope to be able to arrive at stipulations as to their 
unit placement. Now, if we are not able to arrive at those stipulations, 
we, at that time, would like to reserve our right to call back this witness 
for that purpose. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. I'll give you permission. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: However, I'm going to make this suggestion 
now to you. At least as soon as Mr. Siegel returns, I'd like you to confer 
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with Mr. Siegel and Mr. Sudarsky and see what stipulations you can 


arrive at as early as possible. 


MR. BROWN: We plan to embark on that course as soon as pos- 


sible. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. | 

MR. BROWN: So do we now have the court's understanding of 
our reservation? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm quite sure I do. You reserve the right 
to re-examine this witness if necessary on direct concerning unit place- 
ment of people, and sclely unit placement ? 

MR, BROWN: That's right, Your Honor. . 

TRIAL EXAMINER: With that understanding that you’ re ioe going 
to go over any more alleged unfair labor practices or anything of this 
sort, I'll permit that. : 

MR. BROWN: That's entirely correct, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

Did you sign a statement -- a written statement for somebody from 
the National Labor Relations Board? | 

THE WITNESS: No. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You didn't sign one for somebody from the 
National Labor Relations Board? | 

THE WITNESS: I signed one — wait a minute. I signed a state- 
ment for their lawyer. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. For a lawyer from the National 
Labor Relations Board? 

THE WITNESS: Not for these fellows here; for their lawyer I 


signed a statement. 


* 


Whereupon, 
FLORENCE MOND 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Mond, do you work for Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes. 

Q. What is your job at Marie Phillips? A. Pressing. 

Q. How long have you worked for Marie Phillips? A. About 
four years, going on four years. 

Q. Mrs. Mond, I show you a document that has been marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 36, and ask you 
if that is your signature on it? A. Yes, that’s my signature. 

Q. Did you or did you not fill out the rest ofthe card? A. No, 
I didn't. 

Q. Can you tell us who did fill it out? A. Mack. 

Q. And who is Mack, please? A. All I know is Mack. I don't 
know his last name. 

Q. Is Mack an employee? A. Yes, he works there. 

Q. Now, will you tell us, Mrs. Mond, to the best of your recollec- 
tion, when you filled the card out? A. I believe it was in October. 

Q. In October? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you fix the time a little more closely than that? A. I 
know it was two months before Christmas. 

Q. About two months before Christmas? A. Something like that. 

Q. Who gave you the card, Mrs. Mond? A. Ethel Hall. 


Q. Now, after you put your signature on the card, what did you do 
with the card?) A. I handed it back to Mack and put it back on the desk. 

Q. Did you say you handed it back to Mack? A. Yes, laid it on 
Mack's desk. 
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Q. On Mack's desk? A. Yes. 
Q. In relation to your own location of work, where's Mack's 


desk? A. Onthe Side of mine. 

Q. Right alongside yours? A. Yes, right alongside of mine. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I offer in evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 36, and leave a copy of it to the Examiner and I show the original 
of the Exhibit to counsel for Respondent. I have further examination, 
Mr. Examiner. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Proceed, counsel. 

Q. ‘By Mr. Rosemere} Mrs. Mond, at any time in January, did 
you have a discussion with anybody in the shop about the union? 

A. With John Reed. | 

Q. With John Reed? A. Yes. | 

Q. Who is John Reed, please? A. He's a fellow over in the 
packing department. | 

Q. Can you tell us when you had that conversation with Mr. Reed? 
A. I think it was in January or February -— I think it was in February. 
Let's see. I don’t know if it was January or February. I can't recall. 
I know it was in -- after Mr. Rametta made that speech. : 

Q. You say after Mr. Rametta made the speech? A. Yes, I 
think it was that day. 

Q. Do you recall the strike at Marie Phillips? A. When the 
strike was, the 7th of February. | 

Q. Now, this conversation with Mr. Reed, was it before or after 
the strike? A. It was before the strike was. 

Q. Before the strike? A. Yes. 

Q. I see. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About how long before the strike? | 

THE WITNESS: I think it was about a week or two weeks. I don't 


know. I can't recall. I think it was. 


> Q. (By Mr. Rosemere} Where did you have the conversation with 
Mr. Reed? A. At mv machine. | 
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At your machine? A. Yes. 
. Anybody else present? A. Ida. 
Alice? A. Ida. She was named Ida. 
Ida? <A. Yes. 
I see. Is she one of the employees? A. Yes. 
. Do you know about how far away she was at the time? 
A. About that far. 

Q. I see. Now, did Mr. Reed approach you or did you approach 
Mr. Reed? A. He approached me. 

Q. Now, tell us, please, Mrs. Mond, to the best of your recollec- 
tion, what was said in that conversation? A. He asked me had I signed 
acard. I asked him why. He said, "I want to know." 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He Said what? 

THE WITNESS: He said, "I want to know," and, well, I said, "Who 
told you about a card'""? He said, "Mr. Rametta." I said, "Why doesn't 

he ask me himself"? 

(The answer was read by the Reporter.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You told him no, you hadn't signed the card, 
is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. He told me had I signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That wasn't the truth, was it? 

THE WITNESS: That wasn't the truth. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) All right. Now, still on that conversation 
with Mr. Reed, did Mr. Reed say anything else? A. He said, "Tf you 
done signed it, if you all done signed it, we will find out if you signed." 
I laughed. He walked away. 

MR. ROSEMERE: May we have the Reporter read it back? 


(The answer was read by the Reporter.) 
MR. ROSEMERE: That's not my recollection of the answer. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: In any event, what else did Mr. Reed say to 
you aside from asking you if you had signed a card? What else did he 


say to you? Tell us again. 
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THE WITNESS: He asked me had I signed a card, and I asked him 
why. He said he wants to know. I said, "Who wants to ask me about a 
card"? He said, "Mr. Rametta." I told him, and he said, "Ht you haven't 
signed, don't sign." | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: "If you haven't signed, don't sign"? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. And he said, "If you sign, if you're 

going to sign, I'm going to find out." AndI laughed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And he said, "If you do sign, we have ways 
of finding out," and you laughed? 

THE WITNESS: I laughed. That's all. : 

. (By Mr. Rosemere) Was there any more to that conversation 


with Mr. Reed that you recall? A. No, I don't recall. He left. He 
went to Ida. 
Q. He went where? A. He went to the next machine. He went to 


Ida. 

Q. He went to the next machine? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you see him speaking there? A. I was too busy. I didn't 
pay no attention. He was talking. 


Q. Did you overhear the conversation? 

MR. SUDARSKY: That's hearsay. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She didn't overhear it, but I don't think it would 
be hearsay if she heard Mr. Reed speak. In any event, there's nothing to 
rule on. i 
MR. ROSEMERE: I take it that the witness answered that she did 
not overhear any conversation? i 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You didn't hear what Mr. Reed said to the next 
employee? | 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you notice where Mr. Reed evant after 
he talked to this next employee after he left you? A. He went to Ethel. 

Q. He went to another employee? A. Ethel. , 

Q. Did you overhear that conversation? A. No. 
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Q. Did you notice where he went after he left Ethel? A. He 
left and he went to Ethel Campbell. 

Q. Now, when Mr. Reed was talking to you, Mrs. Mond, did he 
have anything in his hand? A. He didn't have nothing in his hand. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He didn't have nothing in his hand? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Do you know where Mr. Reed works? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Where does he work? A. Inthe packing room. 

Q. And where do you work? A. I work on the press, over in 
the press department. 

Q. And is the packing room a different room from the room you 
workin? A. Yes, over some. 

Q. Had Mr. Reed ever engaged you in conversation before that 
day? 

A. No, he sure don't. 


* * * 


Room 262 

Federal Building 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Thursday, May 18, 1967 


* * * 
Whereupon, 
ALVERDEEN HATTEN 


was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 


having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Hatten, do you work for Marie 
Phillips? <A. Yes. 
Q. How long have you worked for Marie Phillips? A. It will 
be three years of July the 17th. 
Q. And what is your job at Marie Phillips? A. Shipping clerk. 
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Q. I take it that the shipping clerk is in the shipping department, 
is that true? A. Yes. 

Q. How long have you been in the shipping department? 

A. Approximately a year and a half. 

Q. Miss Hatten, I show you a document that’s been marked for 
identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 37 and ask a if that 
is your signature on it? 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I would ask at this point if the 
General Counsel would first ask the witness whether or not she signed 
any statement for the union rather than showing her the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Whether she — | 

MR. SIEGEL: Whether she signed anything for the anton It's 
troubled me that the General Counsel keeps handing this right to the 
witness and shows it to her and then, at that point, obviously, the wit- 
ness has it in front of her. I think that perhaps it might be better pro- 
cedure and better evidence in the record if the witnesses were asked 
first whether or not they signed any designation for the union’ and then 
asked is this it. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't think it's necessary to have that pre- 
liminary question. I do suggest, counsel, that perhaps you avoid having 
the witness read the entire card and simply have her identify it as is 
this your signature on the card or General Counsel's Exhibit whatever 


it may be and then ask her the questions as to when she signed it, where 


she signed it, whatever you intend to do. | 

MR. ROSEMERE: I thought that was the procedure I was follow- 
ing. Maybe I'm in error. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It may be. So far as counsel is concerned, 
he may believe the witness is reading the entire card at this time. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Is that your signature or is it not, Miss 
Hatten? A. It is. | 

Q. Did you or did you not fill out the rest of that care Hat- 
ten? A. I did. 
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Q. Could you tell us, please, when you filled out that card? 
A. January the 26th. 

Q. Of this year? A. Yes. 

Q. Whom did you receive the cardfrom? A. James Bostick. 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you signed it and 
filled it out? A. I gave it back to Jim Bostick. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I leave a copy of GC-37 with 
you and show the original to counsel for Respondent. I ask whether 
counsel prefers to examine now on the card or whether I should con- 
tinue with the direct? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I suggest you continue with your direct. 

MR. SIEGEL: May we also, Mr. Examiner, we didn't quite 
catch the last part of the witness’ answer to the last question. I 
think Mr. Rosemere was walking over in front of the witness, and 
inadvertently walked in front. May we just hear the last part of it? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't think she said anything to Bostick. 
I think she said she got the card. 

MR. SIEGEL: What she did with it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would you read the last question and an- 
swer ? 

(The last question and answer were read by the Re- 
porter.) 

MR. ROSEMERE: If I neglected to do so, I offer GC No. 37 in 
_ evidence. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Will you please continue with 
your examination? 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Hatten, at any time in January 


did you hear a speech by anybody in the management? A. Yes. 
Q. And who gave that speech? A. Mr. Rametta. 
Q. Will you tell us when that speech took place? A. Which 
one? 


Q. There was more than one? A. Yes. 
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. Will you tell us when the first one took place, please? 

The first one was on the. 19th. 

. The 19th of what month? A. Of January. 

I see. And which — were you present at that speech? A. 
Was there another speech after that? A. Yes. | 

When was that one? A. The following day on the 20th. 

. Were you present at that one? A. Yes, I was. : 

. Is that the one Mr. Rametta spoke at? A. Yes. | 

In what language was that speech given? A. In English. 


pox Lena LOH OPO 


Could you estimate for us the number of employees that were 
present? A. All those that are not Italian speaking, all the aa 
speaking employees were there. 

Q. Would you tell us, please, what was said by Mr. Rametta at 
that time? A. Well, he said that he was a reasonable man and he 
wanted us to talk to him when we had problems. We could go to peo- 


ple like Frank Garfi and Sal Maluzzi or Sal Pricone or John Reed 
when we had problems. 


Q. Do you recall anything else now that was said at that speech? 
A. He said that he had — he told us of an experience, a bad experience 
he had had once when he had a union shop some years ago and how he 
wanted to fire -— he thought he had a right to fire an employes he 
thought had insulted him, and when he tried to do so, the union wouldn't 
let him fire him and they called a strike and many people were hurt 
and several things happened. 

Q. Do you recall anything else inthe speech? A. 4 also said 
that he was a reasonable man and he didn't care what a person was, 
Irish or Italian, but he said we didn't have to go and get a damn Jew 
from New York to talk to him. | 

Q. Now, you testified that Mr. Rametta mentioned four people in 
that speech. I think you said Mr. Reed, is that right, and Mr. Garfi and 
Mr. Pricone and Mr. Maluzzi, is that right? A. Correct. 
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Q. Some time in January did you have a conversation with any 
one of those four persons? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And with which one? A. John Reed. 

Q. And do you recall the time of the month? A. Yes. 

Q. When was it? 

A. It was the 20th of January. 

Q. The same day as the speech you just testified to? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it before or after the speech? 

THE WITNESS: Before the speech. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) And where did this conversation take 
place? A. At my desk in the shipping department. 

Q. Was anybody else present? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was present? A. Millie Ferrera and Beulah Lynn. 

Q. Were they in the immediate range of the conversation? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And who is John Reed? A. He's head of the packing de- 
partment. 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. I'm not finding as a result of 
her statement. I realize there's a certain conclusionary element in it 
and I'm not going to find that he’s the head, the supervisor, based on 
such testimony. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you, Your Honor. 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Hatten, will you tell us, please, 


what Mr. Reed said to you and what you said to Mr. Reed? A. He 
asked me had I signed for the union, and I asked him why and he said, 

"Because we want to know.’ So I asked him who was we? And 
he said Mr. Rametta and himself because they didn't believe that the 
union had as many to represent as they claimed they did. 

Q. Do you recall anything else in that conversation? A. That's 
all that he said directly to me. 

Q. Did Mr. Reed have anything in his hand atthe time? A. Yes. 
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Q. What did he have in his hand? A. A piece of paper. 

Q. Were you able to see anything on the paper? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you tell us, please, what you were able to see on the 
paper? A. There was one name on the paper. | 

Q. What name was that? A. James Bostick. 

Q. Now, at that time did Mr. Reed talk to anybody else in your 


presence? A. Yes. 


| 
Q. Whom didhetalkto? A. Millie Ferrera. 
Q. Who is this Millie Ferrera? A. She's also an employee 


in the shipping department. 

Q. Is she known by any other name? 

A. Carmella is her name. 

Q. Carmella? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, can you tell us, please, what you heard Mr. Reed say, 
if anything, to Mrs. or Miss Ferrera? A. Well, they were talking 
about the bad aspects of the union and one man said that if a particu- 
lar job ran out, that with the union a person had to go home, but as it 
was in the shop now, when your particular job is finished, you could 
be transferred from one department to another to finish off. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me, please. Did you ever hear 
Mr. Rametta say anything like that? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When? 

THE WITNESS: Well, also when he gave the speech, he ee a 
statement that quite a few times if we want to work, he has let us. 
When our work is finished, he would let us do something else so that 
we could make a full day rather than to go home. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, Miss Hatten, I believe you 've al- 
ready told us that you're in the shipping department? . Yes. 

Q. Now, how many employees altogether are there in the ship- 


ping department? A. Six. | 
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Q. Who's in charge of the shipping department? A. Frank 
Garfi. 

Q. Now, will you tell us, please, from your observations and 
experience in the shipping department, what Frank Garfi does in that 
department? A. Well, he gives us our work and he tells us when 
we have to do certain duties and he also takes care of the cutting 
tickets that come from the other departments. 

Q. Can you tell us anything else? A. No, that's about it. 

Q. Now, what do you mean by taking care of cutting tickets? 
Would you explain that to us, please? A. When there's a new style 
coming in — 

Q. New style of what? A. New style of goods or material, 
and they call him and give him this amount and he breaks it down 
into how many dresses will be made of a certain size and he figures 
this out. Then he calls them and they make up the dresses according 
to this number that he's given them. 

Q. You say he calls them. Who is "them"? A. The people 
in the cutting department. 

Q. I see. Now, do you have any involvement at all in this oper- 


ation you're just describing ? 


MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, may I ask if this question — we're 


going into Mr. Garfi now — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't get the point of the question. 

MR. SIEGEL: He's not in the complaint. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You don't have to go any further. 
I'm interested in that, too. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Two words, Mr. Examiner — unit placement. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of Garfi? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Of Garfi himself, yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I thought you were developing that he was a 
supervisor ? 
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MR. ROSEMERE: This hinges on the issue of unit placement 
because if he is a supervisor, he is not includable in the unit. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. | 

MR, SIEGEL: May I ask the Examiner that the se Counsel 
state his position on Mr. Garfi? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. I'd like to know that. I'd Like to 
know if there's an issue to be developed. 

MR. ROSEMERE: We view him as a supervisor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And not included in the unit? 

MR. ROSEMERE: And not included in the unit. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the position of the Respondent? 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, I don't know, frankly. I'm not sure. I'll 

have to talk to my people, if I may. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, in the meanwhile, I'm going to per- 
mit this examination to continue along these lines for the stated pur- 
pose. | 
MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, it's conceivable if we have 
an opportunity to get together on these names that are in dispute, 
we might be able to resolve them by stipulation. I can't expect Mr. 
Siegel to make such commitments if he hasn't had the opportunity 
to cover it with his client. ! 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's understood. You may continue 
with this particular line of examination. | 

MR. ROSEMERE: Thank you, sir. ! 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Who assigns the work to you in the de- 
partment, Miss Hatten? A. Frank Garfi. 

Q. Do you ever have occasion to leave the plant early ? A. Yes. 

Q. What do you do in an instance like that? A. I would tell 
Frank or either Millie — Carmella that I would have a reason for 


leaving. 
Q. You would tell this Mr. Garfi or this Carmella or Millie 
Ferrera? A. Right. 
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Q. Do you just pick either one of them? A. Well, whichever 
one is closer. I usually, as a rule, I tell Frank Garfi, but if he isn't 

around, I would approach her also. 

Q. Well, from your experience in the department, does one 
have more authority than the other? A. Yes. 

Q. Which one has more authority? A. Frank Garfi. 

Q. Have you ever been absent since you've been in that depart- 
ment, Miss Hatten? A. Yes. 

Q. What do you do in that instance? A. I called and I either 
talk to Garfi himself and explain to him or I make sure that the mes- 
sage is given to him. 

Q. Have you ever been late for work? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, what do you do if you know you're going to be late for 
work? A. I call in and see that the message, if I don't speak to him, 
if I'm a couple of minutes late or I'm on my way, I would just ask Sal 
Maluzzi, who usually answers the phone, to tell Garfi that I'm on my 


way. 


Q. Do I understand that when you know you're going to be late, 


you call the plant and ask for Garfi? Is that what you said? A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: That's leading. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I think she already testified. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I understood her testimony to be that usu- 
ally, when she's going to be late, she talks to Maluzzi and asks Maluzzi 
to tell Mr. Garfi. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I think you said, Miss Hatten, when you 
were going to be a few minutes late, that you went through a certain 
procedure of calling, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, would your procedure be different if you were going to 
be, say, an hour or more late? A. Yes. 

Q. What do youdothen? A. Then I would ask to speak to Garfi 
himself. 

Q. Isee. Do you punch a clock in the department? A. Yes. 
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Q. And have you ever forgotten to punch in? A. Yes. 


Q. What do you do when you forget to punch in? A. I give 
my card to Garfi and he usually initials it and puts the time on it. 

Q. Who handles any disciplinary problems in the department? 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What do you mean by disciplinary problems? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Well, let me give you an example. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Has the situation ever arisen in your ex- 
perience where the employees are talking too much or they're away 
from their work or they're slow in performing their work? A. Yes. 

Q. And has anything happened as a result of that? A. | Yes. 

Q. What has happened, please? A. Well, usually, Garfi would 
come over and tell us to stop the talking or speed up or something, 
whatever the particular case is. He would say something to us. 

Q. And do you — has this happened to you at all? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you respond to his instructions? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you work in any other department in the plant before you 
worked in shipping? A. Yes, I did. : 

Q. Where was that? A. Inthe packing department. 

Q. And will you tell us when you went from packing to shipping ? 
A. Approximately a year after I had first started working there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In other words, the first year there was in 

the packing department and since that first year you've been in 
the shipping department, is that correct? ! 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Would you tell us, please, Miss Hatten, 


how this transfer from packing department to shipping department 
came about? | 
MR. SIEGEL: I object. What's the relevancy inthis? | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't know. We'll find out. Overruled. 
A. When I was being taught how to bill, to send out the invoices, and 


I sometimes have to inquire to Frank Garfi about different things that 
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I didn't know and he saw my work and he said he likes the way I write 
and the work that I was doing, and he was going to see if he could have 
me transferred over to shipping where he was. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) That's while you were still in packing, 
is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you hear any more of Mr. Garfi as a result of that con- 
versation with him? A. Yes. 

Q. Would you tell us, please, what happened next? A. From 
time to time he would come and he'd say that he still wanted me to 
come and then, about a month before I did go, he said that he had made 


arrangements with Mr. Rametta and John Reed and they all had agreed 


that I could be transferred to his department. 

Q. Were you subsequently transferred to the shipping depart- 
ment? <A. Yes. 

Q. How long after that? A. In about the time that he said, 
about a week. 

Q. Do you put your time card in that same rack? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you punch your card? A. Yes. 

. Does he punch his card? A. I've never seen him punch a 


. Do you ever work overtime in the department? A. Yes. 


. Does anybody tell you or ask you to work overtime? 


. Who does that? A. Frank Garfi. 
. Do you ever ask to work overtime? A. As aruleI don't. 
On one occasion I did. 
Q. I see. Whom did you ask at that time? A. John Reed. I 
was in the packing department. 
Q. Oh, this was while you were in the other department? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Excuse me. Is this Frank Garfi ever away from the depart- 
ment at all during the day? A. How do you mean? 
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Q. Well, is he absent in any other section of the plant = from 
his own department during the day? A. Oh, yes. | 

Q. Where? A. In different — like, maybe he has to go to talk 
to John Reed in packing or to — even to go to the office or gojany other 
department, he goes. | 

Q. And does this — well, tell me, please, with what frequency 
does this happen? How many times a day or a week or a month? 

A. Well, usually, if it's an ordinary day, he doesn't spend the entire 
day in shipping. He goes from different places, you know, for differ - 
ent duties. | 

Q. Do you ever have any complaints about or grievances about 
working conditions in the department? | 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Grounds? 

MR. SIEGEL: I object on the basis that there's no relevancy in 
this matter and the use of the words, those words, is leading in that it 
calls for a conclusion as to what the nature of the matter is that is in- 

volved. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Am I to answer that? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, you may answer. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Is this answer yes to the question? 
A. Yes. 


| 

Q. Now, what you — what have you done about that? A. Then, 
I would complain to Garfi. | 

Q. Can you give us examples of the complaints that you have 
brought to Mr. Garfi's attention? A. For instance, last summer it 
was very hot and we didn't, we only had just one fan and it was situ- 
ated between shipping and IBM and the fan wasn't blowing on us, so 
we were complaining because it was so hot even though all the windows 
were open. So, then, I told this to Garfi; in fact, all of us did. 


xX 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: What happened as a result of the complaint? 

THE WITNESS: Well, he turned — well, he'll either turn the fan 
or have someone turn it, but the other girls would turn it right back. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Can you think of any other instances 
where you brought complaints to Mr. Garfi's attention? A. No. 

Q. Miss Hatten, do you have such a thing in the plant called 

slow days? A. Yes. 

Q. What does that mean? A. Well, when there isn't — when a 
slow day means in the shipping department that the line is, these differ- 
ent styles that come in, they're almost all sent out and the work is — 
there's not enough work really for about only two people where we have 


six. 


Q. I see. And what happens then? A. Well, usually, as a rule, 


we go home. 

Q. Well, does anybody tell you whether to go home or not? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Who's that? A. Frank Garfi. 

Q. Does anybody make the decision as to who is going to stay, 
if anybody is needed? A. He would make the decision. 

Q. What time do you arrive at the plant, Miss Hatten? 
A. About twenty minutes to 8:00, usually. 

Q. What's the regular starting time? A. 8:00 o'clock. 

Q. Are you one of the early ones to arrive? A. No. 

Q. Who's there before you? A. Well, usually, Beulah Lynn, 
Conrad Ray, Marie Abrams, Frank Garfi, and Carmella Ferrera. 

Q. Of your own knowledge, do you know who has any keys to 
the department? A. I don't understand your question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Have keys to the department? 

THE WITNESS: No, it's just open. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) To your knowledge do you know who has 
keys to the plant? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: In that department. 

THE WITNESS: Frank Garfi has keys. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) He does? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know who opens up the plant? A. I don't know. 

Q. What time do you normally leave the plant at the close of 
your work day? A. Well, it varies. It's according to how much 
work we have. Usually, from 3:30 to 6:00. | 

Q. And who is — who is left usually after you leave? Who is 
left inthe department? A. Usually, there's Carmella Fererra and 
Frank Garfi. We usually leave them there. 

* * * 

Whereupon, 

MODESTINO FAMIGLIETTI 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * io 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
. (By Mr. Rosemere) Were you an employee of Marie Phil- 
lips, Mr. Famiglietti? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. When did you leave the employ of Marie Phillips? A. I 
left on April 28th. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How long had you been an employeé? 

THE WITNESS: About six years. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) What was your job while you were em- 
ployed at Marie Phillips? A. I was working as a cutter. : 

Q. Did you sign a card for the union, Mr. Famiglietti? | 
A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Mr. Famiglietti, I show you a document that's been marked 


for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 38, and ask you if 


you recognize it? A. Yes, this is mine. 
Q. What is that document? A. This is a card to have the union 


represent me. 
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Q. Is that your signature on the card? A. Yes. 

Q. Who filled out the rest of the card, Mr. Famiglietti? A. I 
think I filled out. That's all my writing. Yes. 

Q. When did you fill out this card? A. September 8, 1966. 

@. What did you do with the card after you filled it out? A. I 
handed it back to Mr. Appel. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I leave a copy of GC-38 with the Examiner 
and show the original to counsel for Respondent. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Famiglietti, did you sign up any 


other employees for the union? A. Yes. 
MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I offer GC Exhibit No. 38 in 
evidence. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Have you concluded with your examination? 
MR. ROSEMERE: No, sir; I have not. 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Famiglietti, I believe you testified 


that you did sign up some other employees for the union? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall the names of those employees? A. Yes. 
It was Consiglia Corrado and Ilda Giagiacomo. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the last one? 

THE WITNESS: Ilda Giagiacomo. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I show you a document that’s been marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 39 and ask you if you 
recognize it? A. Yes. 

Q. And whose name is on that card? A. Ilda Giagiacomo. 

Q. Was that card signed in your presence? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you tell us who filled out the rest of that card? 

MR. SIEGEL: Excuse me. Which card is he talking about? 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Ilda Giagiacomo? A. Yes. Ilda's 
daughter filled out the address and city of Hartford, and I did Marie 
Phillips and machine operator. 

Q. And if I understand you, Ilda Giagiacomo signed it in your 

presence? A. Yes. 
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Q. Ilda Giagiacomo's daughter made some entries on the card? 
A. Right. 

Q. Were they in your presence? A. Right. | 

Q. And you made other entries onthe card? A. Yes. 

Q. Were they onthe same time? A. Yes,-before she pie 
on the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who put down the date if there is a ‘date? 

THE WITNESS: I think the daughter did. I think. I'm not sure. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When was this card signed? iS It 
was signed in January, the 16th, I think, around the middle of January. 

Q. I see. Well, does the date shown on the card indicate the 
day on which it was signed and filled out? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection; leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: What was that? 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) You may answer. A. What? | ! 

Q. Does the date shown on the card indicate the day on which it 

was signed and filled out? A. No. 

Q. What day was it signed and filled out? A. It was on Sun- 
day — it could be the 15th or 16th of January. We didn't putas no date. 
I remember now. We forgot to put a date. 

Q. There was no date put on the card at the time it was istered 
and filled out? A. Right. | 

Q. Now, what did you — excuse me. Strike that. With what lan- 
guage — what language did you use in conversing with Miss Giagiacomo? 
A. Italian. | 


Q. What is your native language, Mr. Famiglietti? wit is your 


native language, your native tongue? A. Italian. 
Q. And did you carry on a conversation with Miss Giagiacomo? 
in Italian? <A. Yes. 
Q. Did you understand her when she was talking to you? A. Yes. 
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Q. What did you do with this card after it was filled out? 
A. I gave it back to Benny. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I offer in evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 39 and leave a copy with the Examiner and show the orig- 

inal to counsel for Respondent. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Famiglietti, what was the name of 
the other person whom you signedup? A. Consiglia Corrado. 

Q. I show youa document marked for identification as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 40 and ask you if you recognize it? A. Yes, 
I do. 

And whose name appears thereon? A. Corrado, Consiglia. 


Is that the person you signed up for the union? A. Yes. 


Is that her signature on the card? A. Yes. 


. Did she put her signature on the card in your presence? 


Who filled out the rest of the card? A. I did the rest. 
Did you make every other entry on there other than the 
names? A. What do you mean — names ? 
Q. Well, I see the name appears on the card — A. No, she 
signed both on top and the bottom. 
Q. I see. Now, the other entries were made by whom ? 
A. By me. 
Q. When was this card filled out? A. January 9th. 
Q. Now, what language did you use when you talked to this Miss 
Corrado? A. Mostly Italian. 
Q. Did you understand her when she spoke to you in Italian? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What did you do with the card after it was filled out? A. I 
gave it back to — I gave it to Benny. 
Q. When you made the other entries on the card, did you make 
them in the presence of Miss Corrado or out of her presence? 
A. Yes. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Which? In her presence? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, in her presence. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) And did you see her sign the card? 
A. Yes. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I offer in evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 40 and leave a copy thereof with the Examiner and show 


the original to counsel for the Respondent and I'll continue the direct 


examination of this witness at this time. 

MR. SIEGEL: May we have copies of these two, GC-40 and GC- 
39, of all three? | 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, does the court wish to pursue 

the examination or would you rather have examination inter- 
rupted for voir dire? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'd rather have you pursue the ecahenatton 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Were you employed at Marie Phillips 

for the months of January of this year, Mr. Famiglietti? A. Yes, 
I was. | 
Q. Did you engage in any conversation with any member of the 
management in January of this year with respect to the union? 
A. Yes, with the owner, Mr. Rametta, once. | 

Q. When did that conversation take place? A. I think it was 
January 26th. : 

Q. Where did it take place? A. On the front of the shop. 

Q. Was anybody else present? A. Yes, Mr. Fiamma and 
Jimmy Bostick. : 

Q. What was the first name, please? Mr. Fiamma, did you 
say? A. Yes, Benny Fiamma. | 

Q. Now, did you give us the name of that member of manage- 
ment who spoke to you? A. Mr. Rametta. 


Q. Mr. Rametta you said? A. Mr. Rametta. 
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Q. Did Mr. Rametta approach you at that time or did you ap- 
proach him? A. Well, it was a matter of we went passing and we 
said, Good morning," and Mr. Rametta said to Benny, "Are you still 
working hard on this, Benny"? So Benny said, "I'll always work hard 
for you, boss." And that was when he said, "I'm gonna go and tell you 
something, boy, you're going to lose. You should have come up to me 
and talk about this. You don't need the union. I could take care of you. 
With the union dues you have to pay, you could get your own insurance, 
plant insurance. You could have a benefit." He said, "I'm 73 years 
old. I have enough. I don't need this place. I can close it up. I can 
just keep the shipping room open. I can give all the work out to the 
contractors. It doesn't matter to who. I could give it to the union 
place or no union shops. I can give everything out. So, if you want 
to talk over with me, any time you want to, we can carry this insur- 
ance. You can come to me and we can talk this over." And also, he 
said, "If you want to be more happy in the shop," in the cutting room, 
he meant, he says, "we can change the head of the cutting room. We 
can put anyone of the outside boys. This way it can be more happy." 

Q. What was that last word? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: More happy. 

THE WITNESS: He can keep us more happy. 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Keep us more happy? A. Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What was it that he said about insurance? 
THE WITNESS: He said for the dues we have to pay to the un- 


ion, we can get our own insurance, a group insurance, and we can get 
benefits out of that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Do you recall anything else about that 
conversation that you haven't already told us? A. Yes. He said we 
don't need any strangers from outside to tell us what to do. We are 
like a family. We could keep it this way. 
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Q. Is that all you recall? A. Yes. 

Q. Mr. Famiglietti, let me see if I can refresh your recollection. 
Was anything said about anybody getting hurt? A. Oh, yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. | 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. SUDARSKY: He can't refresh his recollection with a leading 
question, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's overruled. What was said? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. He says, ''You boys gonna get hurt and a lot 

of innocent people are gonna get hurt on this, too." 

TRIAL EXAMINER: A lot of what? 

THE WITNESS: Innocent, innocent people. ‘You should never 


join the union." 
MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, that concludes our ree ex- 


amination. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I have a few questions. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

@. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mr. Famiglietti, you testified that Mr. 
Rametta told you that he would replace the head of the cutting depart- 
ment. Did he say who would be replaced? A. No. He said we can 
choose. We can pick our own man from the outside. 

Q. Let me repeat the question I asked. Did he say who would 
be replaced, not who would replace the head? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you mean who was the head of the cut- 
ting department that he referred to? 

MR. JACOBSON: I think my question is quite clear, Mr. Trial 
Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. It's not very clear to me. Go 
ahead. | 

Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Did Mr. Rametta tell you who would be 
replaced as the head of the cutting department? A. Of course. His 
nephew, Sal Pricone. 
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Q. And did he say who would choose the successor ? 

1028 A. No. He Said we can pick it out ourselves, whoever we like; 
one man from the outside would mean from the family who could man- 
age the cutting room, but he didn't mention who. 

Q. Did he say the group of people that would pick the new head? 
A. We ourselves would. 
MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
MR. JACOBSON: What was that answer. I didn't hear it. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Read it back, please. 
(The last answer was read by the Reporter.) 


Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mr. Famiglietti, you've already testified 


that when Mr. Rametta spoke to you about getting benefits — how was 
that subject left after that discussion? A. Well, he said any time we 
want to join him anywhere, he would call the insurance men to take 
care of this and we could pick our own, choose to see what kind of in- 
surance we would like to have. 

Q. Did hé mention a particular type of insurance? A. No,I 
don't think so. I don't remember. 


* * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Does Mrs. Consiglia Corrado speak the 
same dialect of Italianas youdo? A. Yes. 

Q. She does? A. Yes. 

Q. What is that — Sicilian? A. No. Neopolitan. 

Q. Was anybody else with you when you went to see her? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When she signed the card, who else was 
present ? 

THE WITNESS: The husband. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Her husband? 

THE WITNESS: Her husband, her mother, her father and more 
in the family, also. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And some other members of her ies 

THE WITNESS: Correct. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Where did you talk with them? Where did 
you talk with her? 

A. At the dining room. 

Q. And what time of the day or evening was it? A. It was in 
the afternoon around maybe 2:00 o'clock. : 

Q. 2:00 o'clock in the afternoon? A. Maybe, around 1:30, 
2:00, 2:30, around. | 

Q. What day of the week? A. Sunday. 

Q. Sunday. And did you bring anybody with you or did you go 
alone? A. I went with my brother. 

Q. Who is your brother? What ishisname? A. Fos. 
Famiglietti. : 

Q. Angelo Famiglietti. He does not work at the shop, does he? 
A. No. 


Q. And what — did you talk with Mrs. Corrado about signing 


an application? A. Well, I talked with her before on the street once. 

Q. You talked with her inthe street once? A. And she told 
me any time you — "Any time you want, just come over my house. I 
will sign the card." | 

Q. When did you talk with her on the street? A. About a week 
before, two weeks before. | 

Q. During Christmas time? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who else was present when you spe to 
her on the street, if anyone? 

THE WITNESS: Just her and I. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Where did you speak to her on the street? 
A. Down from the parking lot to the shop. We were walking together. 
Q. From the parking lot to the shop and how many times did 


you visit her at home to talk about the union before she signed the 
card? A. That's the only time. 
Q. Now, what did you tell her about the card? Did you read 


the card to her in Italian? A. In Italian, right. 

Q. Youdid? A. She read it herself, too. 

Q. She read it. And did you explain it to her? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What did you tell her about the — I show you a card — would 
you please tell us, what did you tell her about the words, "Come mio 
rappresentante in tutti —" 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Mr. Examiner. It hasn't been 
established that he did in fact tell her about those words. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you explain the words, the Italian — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That which was just read to you? 

THE WITNESS: I just explained it was confidential. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You explained to her about the 'tsecrete" 
part of it? A. Right. 

Q. What did you tell her about it? A. I told her to sign this 
card to have representation from the union. This way the union could 
bargain with the owner of the plant. Nobody would know she signed it. 

Q. Did you promise her before she signed that this card would 
be kept secret? A. Yes. 

Q. Did she ask you how many other people had signed cards? 
A. No, I don't think so; no, she didn't. 

Q. She didn't. Are you sure now? Thinkhard? A. I don't 
believe it. 

Q. Did she ask you any questions at all? A. Not that I re- 


member. 
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| 
Q. Did she ask you about union dues? A. No, she didn't. 
Q. Did she ask you about an election, a vote at the aa 
A. No, she didn't. | 
Q. Did she ask you about when the union benefits would take — 
would go into effect if she signed? 
A. After the union gets in the shop. 
Q. After the union gets inthe shop? A. Yes. 
Q. Did you tell her that she would get a raise in pay if she 
signed the card? A. After the contract would be signed. | 
Q. After the contract would be signed. So you promised he 


raise in pay after the contract was signed? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 

A. I didn't promise her anything. 
MR. ROSEMERE: Mischaracterization. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. You didn't promise her? 


THE WITNESS: I didn't promise her anything. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How old is Mrs. — do you know how old 
Mrs. Corrado is? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Immaterial. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I have to answer ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: I would say in the twenties. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) In her twenties? A. Yes. 

Q. You're sure about that? A. I believe. I'm not sure. 

Q. And you filled out all the cards except the name and the sig- 
nature, is that true? A. Right. 

Q. And you filled out the date, is it not true? I show you the 
card. You may look. The date's in your handwriting? A. Yes. 

Q. What did you do with the card after she signed it? | A. I 
give it to Benny the day after. | 
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Q. You gave it to Benny the day after. And, well, before you — 
you're there at Mrs. Corrado's apartment and you're talking with her 
and she signs the card and then you filled out the rest of the card there 
and said, "Okay, I'll take care of it from here"? A. She signed the 
card and I filled the rest and she signed the bottom after. 

Q. Then you filled out the rest of the blanks on the card there 
and took it with you? A. She signed before. 

Q. She signed, but she had already signed? A. She signed on 
the top. Then I filled out the rest and then she signed on the bottom. 

Q. Isee. And you filled in the name of the company and the day, 
is that true? A. Right. 

Q. And then you took the card and left and you thanked her? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, counsel, let's get on to something. 

MR. SIEGEL: I'm not asking it facetiously. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I don't want you to. I don't want time 
wasted, please, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you how she should sign her 
name? A. Yes. She was used to in Italy we sign first the last name 
and then the first name. On the top she put it like that and I told her 
to sign it the other way around, the American way. 

Q. Sign it the American way. And this entire conversation took 
place, finishes up on Sunday afternoon, correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Thank you. Would it surprise you, Mr. Famiglietti, if I told 


you that January the 9th, 1967, the date on the card, is a Monday? 


A. I put it for the next day, the date. 
Q. You dated it the next day, so your testimony that you dated 
it at that time, your earlier testimony is incorrect, is that true? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't understand that that's his testimony, 
counsel. May I find out? I think you said you dated it the next day. 
Do you mean you waited until the next day to put the date down or do 
you mean that on that Sunday you put down the next day? 
THE WITNESS: On the Sunday I put the next day's date. 


189 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) On Sunday you put the next day. Why 
didn't you tell us that before, Mr. Famiglietti, when [ asked you 


about the card? A. I forgot. 
Q. Oh, you forgot. Let's talk about Mrs. Giagiacomo's card. 
Where was this card signed? A. At her home. | 
Q. And who was there when she signed it? A. The daughter, 
the son, her daughter, son, my wife and my children. 
Q. And what day of the week was it? A. It was also a Sunday. 
Q. It was also a Sunday. And what did Mrs. — what part of this 
card did Mrs. Giagiacomo sign or write in her own handwriting in your 
presence? A. On the top and then on the bottom. 
Q. Her name and her signature? A. Right. 
. Did she fill in the line that's marked "Firma"? A. Yes. 
. And you wrote in the day? A. No, I didn't do it. 
. You didn't write in the day? 
- No. i 
. Who wrote inthe day? A. I couldn't tell you. I don't know. 
. The card was undated. You took the card with you and there 
was no date on it? A. That's right. ! 
And you don't know who filled itin? A. No. 
Who did you give the cardto? A. I gave it to Benny. 
You gave itto Benny? A. Yes. | 
. Benny Fiamma? A. Right. 
. When did you give ittohim? A. The day after. 
. The day after. Isn't it true that you had a conversation with 
Mr. Fiamma about the fact that the date was missing? A. No, I 
don't recall anything about that. 
Q. But you remember testifying on direct examination, quote, 
"we forgot to put a date on it," unquote? A. Can you repeat that ? 
Q. Yes. Don't you recall testifying on examination in answer 
to a question from the government that, quote, and you said, and I quote 
you, 'We forgot to put a date on it," unquote. Don't you remember 
that? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, the record will speak for itself if 
that's what he said. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And it's your testimony that you never dis- 
cussed the date or the lack of a date, the fact there was no date on 
the card with anybody? A. I don't remember anything about it. 

Q. You don't remember anything about it? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. The witness hasn't testified to 
that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. JACOBSON: He said there wasn't — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I know what he said. Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And you spoke entirely in Italian with 
this woman, correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you read any part of this cardto her? A. No, I didn't 
read anything. I just explained to her. 


Q. You explained to her. Did you explain to her the printed 


language on the card? A. What do you mean, the printed language ? 

Q. Well, the — not what's filled in ink, but what's printed on 
the card? A. Oh, I told her it was for representation to the union. 

Q. Did you tell her — did you explain to her what the words, 
"In tutti i contratti collettivi," mean? A. No. 

Q. Did you explain to her what the word "secrete" meant as 
it appears onthis card? A. Yes. 

Q. And isn’t it true that this card would be kept secret and not 
shown to anybody else? 

MR. BROWN: Object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I told her nobody would see the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Nobody would see it. And you told her this 
before she signed the card? A. Yes. 

Q. And she never gave you permission to show the card to any- 
body else, didshe? A. She didn't tell me anything about it. 
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@. She didn't tell you anything about it. Did she ask you as 
to how many other people had signed the cards? A. No. i 
Q. Did she ask you about the union benefits? A. She said 
she knew about it because the husband was working with the union. 
Q. Her husband was working with the union. And how many 
times had you visited her about a card? 
A. Oh, I took her once home. 
Q. When? A. About a month before. | 
Q. And didn't you ask her to sign a card then? A. Yes; she 
said, ''Come over to my house any time you want." | 
Q. "Come over to my house any time you want." 
* * * * 
Whereupon, 
JESSE BOBB 
was Called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Bobb, do you work at Marie Phil- 
lips? A. Ido. | 


Q. How long have you worked at Marie Phillips? A. About 
| 
a year and a half. 


Q. What department are youinthere? A. Inthe packing de- 
partment. | 

Q. How many employees are in the packing department, Mr. 
Bobb? A. Well, it varies. Sometimes they have four girls packing 
and sometimes they have less. Sometimes it's five. And there's 
Mr. John Reed. He's there. Myself. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What do you do? 

THE WITNESS: I put the stamps on the boxes after the girls 
pack them and send them down a little roll. They come down to be 
stamped and be readied to be shipped out. : 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Could you tell us, please, what the em- 
ployees in the packing department do? A. They pack dresses to be 
shipped to all parts of the United States. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And how do they pack these things? They 
put them in boxes, do they ? 

THE WITNESS: In boxes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They put tissue paper in with them and that 
sort of thing ? 

THE WITNESS: They have tissue on the top. They used to have 
tissue in between, but they cut it out. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Is anybody in charge of the packing de- 
partment employees? A. John Reed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you mind if Iask a couple of questions ? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Certainly, sir. Go right ahead. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is the packing department physically sep- 
arated from other departments ? 

THE WITNESS: No, it's not separated. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In what department do you find it? 

THE WITNESS: It's upstairs on the second floor on the east 

side of the building, and it's in the southeast corner of the build- 
ing, and just across the way from there is where there's a whole 
bunch of dresses hanging up and on the south side is where the IBM 
machine. Over to the west side of there is where Mr. Garfi and Millie, 


I forget her last name, they have their desks over there. Right at the 


other end is where the presses are and in the front of the place is 
where the sewing machines are located. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And the operators 2, 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And where is the shipping department ? 

THE WITNESS: Well, that packing in the shipping — the shipping 
part is right up there and there’s conveyor belt that comes down, like, 
where the packages come to a halt up here and I have a stand here with 
a scale and a stamping machine ona table, like. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Are you right next to the shipping depart- 


ment ? 


THE WITNESS: Right next to the shipping department. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Thank you. Proceed, counsel. 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, I understand you pack dresses, Mr. 


Bobb, in that packing department? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, where do these dresses come from ? 

A. Well, they're made up by different contractors. They’ re 
brought in and some of them are made there by the firm, Marie Phil- 
lips. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I think the question before you before 
we were interrupted, where do the dresses come from? A. Some 
are made by Marie Phillips and some are from different contractors. 
They have different contractors to make them up. | 

Q. Now, when you say packing, is that just what the name implies, 
you put dresses in boxes, tie the boxes up, ready for shipment, is that 
correct? A. They don't put — they don't tie them. They have a tape, 
paper that goes over it, and tape the boxes together. 

Q. So that the box, the box is sealed somehow or closed, right ? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Now, where does the sealed packages with the dress inside 
go when it leaves the packing department? A. It comes down to me 
and I put the stamps on it. 3 

Q. Right. A. And then I take it from there and I put lit ona 
truck. I pack them up and get them ready for shipments and I have to 
take them to the post office after that. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How do you take them to the post | office? 

THE WITNESS: Inatruck. There's a big truck there to take 
them to the post office. : 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Maybe I'm a little deceived there by the 
term "shipping department.” Is it fair to say that the dresses, the pack- 
aged dresses from the packing department go.through shipping before 
they leave the plant? A.- Yes, that's it. 

Q. So they do go from packing to some other department of the 
plant, namely, shipping, is that so? A. Yes. 

Q. And do you hand-carry them from packing into shipping or do 
they travel on a conveyor belt? A. It's a conveyor belt, like. It's not 
a belt, but they have little rollers with it, the boxes can roll down easily 
after someone gives them a little push. 

Q. So your department is not the last one to handle this dress be- 
fore it leaves the plant? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The shipping department is the last depart- 
ment to handle it before it leaves the plant, right? 

THE WITNESS: Well, you see, I'm the last one because I put the 


stamps on it. I put it on a truck and sometimes in the afternoon I take 


it to the post office. I'm the last one to handle it. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, Iam a little troubled because I was 
under the impression that the dress had to go from packing into shipping 

before it left the plant. This is not so, I gather? 

MR. SUDARSKY: That isn't the way you asked the question. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I'm sorry. I'm not familiar with the operation. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please don't address each other, gentlemen. 
Address your remarks to me. 

MR, SUDARSKY: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, you package the dress, Mr. Bobb, is 
that correct? A. The ladies package it. 

Q. The ladies package the dress? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, you perform an operation on that package, is that correct? 
A. I weigh it and put the stamps on it. 

Q. What do you do with it after that? A. I put it on a truck there. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: What kind of truck? Do you mean a motor 
truck or a hand truck? 

THE WITNESS: No. It has four wheel castings on it and we load 
them on there so we can move them around, get them around in the 
shop, so we can take it to the elevator, downstairs to the big truck, a 
van, and put them on there and from there take it to the post office. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you do all of that work? Do you put 
them on the hand truck, push the hand truck, take it over to the ele- 
vator, bring it downstairs and then put it on the van? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL. EXAMINER: You do all of that? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, does shipping have aeetne to do 
with this packaged dress when it's leaving the plant? A. I ‘don't un- 
derstand what you mean by shipping department. 

Q. I understand you're in the packing department, is that cor- 
rect? A. I guess they could call that packing and shipping. 

Q. Maybe that's where my confusion comes. IS packing and 
shipping all one group of employees? A. Yes. | 

Q. So when I asked you how many girls — strike the girls - 
how many employees were in the packing department, did you mean 
to include employees in the shipping department as well? A. Well, 
that shipping department was for — the shipping department was going 
out, when those dresses a: e shipped out, there's just me and Mr. John 
Reed over there. 

Q. Isee. Thank you, sir. Mr. Bobb, did you sign a card for the 
union? A. I did. | 


Q. I show you a document that's been marked for identification 


as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 41 and ask you if you recog- 
nize it? A. Ido. 

Q. And is inat your signature on the card? A. That's my 
signature. 
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Q. Did you fill out the — filled out the address, telephone num- 
ber, the date, 10/5/66, Marie Phillips, Inc., Hartford, Connecticut 
and Hartford over here. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You filled out the entire card, is that right? 

THE WITNESS: All except this "craft" here, receiving clerk. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You did not put that down? 

THE WITNESS: I didn't put that in. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, you say you put in the date? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is the date shown on the card the day on which you signed it 
or not? A. It's the day I signed it. 

Q. What did you do with the card after you filled it out? A. I 
gave it back to Hollyfield Hardwick. 

Q. Who did you get itfrom? A. I got it from Hollyfield Hard- 
wick. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Ask him who put in the craft. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Can you tell us who made the entry for 
craft, in other words, receiving clerk? A. Holly. 

Q. Did he do this while you were present? A. Yes, he did 
this in my presence. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I leave a copy of GC-41 with 
the Examiner and show the original to counsel for the Respondent and 
I’ll continue the direct. 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Bobb, did you at any time in January 


hear anybody in the management make a speech to any employees? 
A. Yes, I heard Mr. Frank Rametta make a speech. 

Q. Can you tell us when you heard that speech? A. About the 
20th of January. 

Q. And this spe@ch was made to what employees? A. He made 
one speech one day in falian. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: On.the record. 
Will you. please read the last question and any part of an answer ? 
(The last question and answer read by the Reporter.) 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere). So, do I understand, Mr. Bobb, that there 
was more than one speech? A. Yes, there was two. 


Q. One speech in Italian and what language was the other speech? 
A. English. | 
Q. You said one speech was on January 20th. Which speech was 


that? A. That was the speech in English. 

Q. I see. Did you hear both speeches or just one speech? A. I 
heard both of them, but I paid more attention to the English one because 
I don't understand Italian. 

Q. Isee. Directing your attention, then, to the English-speaking 
speech on January 20th, to what employees was that speech made? 

A. To the ones that spoke and talked English. 

Q. Can you estimate for us the number of employees present? 
A. I beg your pardon? 

Q. Can you tell us how many people were present when that 
speech was made? A. Well, the majority of the shop was there. 

Q. Now, tell us, Mr. Bobb, to the best of your recollection, what 
you heard at that speech? A. Well, Mr. Rametta said that he wasn't 
a bad man to get along with and that he didn't need anybody coming from 
New York to organize the place and things of that general nature. He 
said if we needed anything, to ask Frank Garfi or Sal Maluzzi or Sal 
Pricone or John Reed. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: If you need anything what? For what if you 
needed anything? 

THE WITNESS: If anything happened around in the shop that we 
wanted to get things straightened out or, I guess, that's what he meant 
by it. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm not interested in what he meant, but 
he said if anything happens around the shop that you want to get things 
straightened out, talk to these men, is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: That's it. 

Q. (By Mr..Rosemere) Do you recall anything else in that 
speech, Mr. Bobb? A. It's been since January. He said that they 
didn't need anybody from New York to come down to organize or tell 
him what to do or something of that nature. 

Q. Did anybody else in the plant speak to you about the union at 
that time? A. John Reed had that morning. 

@. That same morning of the speech? A. Yes, that morning 
before the speech. 

Q. Where did he speak to you? A. Over there in our depart- 
ment where we were working at. He came up to me with a piece — 

Q. Excuse me. Hold it, Mr. Bobb. Was anybody else present ? 

A. He was close to me. Nobody was — they were about — about 
maybe twenty feet away from where — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Nobody was within hearing distance? 

THE WITNESS: Nobody was within hearing distance, that's right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, will you tell us, please, what was 


said? A. John Reed approached me and he said to me, he said, "Mr. 


Rametta wants to know did you sign for the union"? And I told him no. 


And he had a piece of paper in his hand. I seen him make a mark or 
something like that. He walked on away from me. That's all there was 
to it. 

Q. That's all that was said? <A. Yes. 

Q. Did you see him or overhear him talking to anybody else? 
A. I didn't pay any attention because I was working, putting stamps on 
the box and I kept on doing my work. 


* * * * 


Whereupon, 
VIRGILIO COELHO 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as fol- 


| 
lows: 


* 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Coelho, are you an employee of Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes, I am. | 
Q. How long have you been an employee? A. Five years. 
Q. And what job do youdo? A. I was what you call a cutter 


or stretcher, whatever you want to name it. 


. You were? A. I was. I still am, but I’m on strike right 


. When did you go on strike? A. 7th of February. | 
. Are you or are you not receiving strike benefits from the 
union? A. Yes, I am. | 

Q. Are you or are you not participating on the picket line? 

A. Yes, Iam. | 

Q. Mr. Coelho, did you sign a card for the union? A. Yes, 
I did. : 

Q. Mr. Coelho, I show you what has been marked as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 42 and ask you if this is your signature on the 
card? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Now, Mr. Coelho, what did you fill out on the card, : any- 
thing, after your signature? A. Everything. 

Q. And do you recall when you signed and filled out the card? 
A. Some time in November. 

Q. Do yourecall— A. In the beginning of Novae 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you signed it and filled 


it out? A. I gave it to Benny Fiamma. 
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MR. BROWN: Your Honor, we offer into evidence at this time 
what has been marked as. General Counsel's Exhibit No. 42. I hand 
the original of the same to Respondent's counsel for examination pur- 
poses. [ have further examination of this witness at this time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown). Mr. Coelho, directing your attention to the 
beginning of November, 1966, did or did not any member of manage- 
ment speak to you about the union? A. Yes, sir. . 

Q. Who? A. Mr. Frank Rametta. 

Q. Where? A. In the office. 

Q. Do you recall when in November? A. I think it was the 7th 
of November. 

Q. Okay. Who else was present during this conversation ? 

A. Minnie Pricone, one of the owners. 

Q. And what did Mr. Rametta say to you and what did you say 
to Mr. Rametta? A. Well, first, we said hello to each other and then, 
he said that the boys are trying to put the union in the shop. 

Q. Excuse me. I didn't understand you. A. "The boys are 
trying to get the union in the shop, and I don't know why they want to 
do that." 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that what he said? 

THE WITNESS: This is what he said. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just tell us what he said and what you said. 

THE WITNESS: This is what he said. And then, he said, ''You're 
a good boy and I'm gonna give you a 25 cents raise." 

TRIAL EXAMINER: "You're a good boy. I'm going to give you 
a 25 cents raise," is that what he said? 

THE WITNESS: That's exactly what he said. Then, he said, "I 
just don't care about the union. Don't sign any papers and I will see 

you later." 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, is that the extent of the conversation? 


A. And then, he said, "Louis DeMauro will speak to you, will talk to 
you about this." 
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TRIAL. EXAMINER: Who will? 

THE WITNESS:. Louis DeMauro. | 

Q. (By-Mr.-Brown) Do you recall.anything else in the conversa- 
tion? Was that the end of the conversation or was there more? A. I 
think it was. I don't recall anything else right now. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER:. Who was Louis DeMauro? 

THE WITNESS: He's a man that works in the cutting department. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) An employee of Marie Phillips ? A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. Now, after this conversation with Mr. Rametta in No- 
vember of "66, did you or did you not receive a raise in pay? A. Yes, 
I did. | 

Q. And when after this conversation? A. The following week. 

Q. And how much was this raise? A. 25 cents. | 

Q. And prior to this time, when was the last time you had re- 

ceived a raise inpay? A. I don't remember. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Had you received a raise in pay before this 
time? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do you recall when you received that last 
raise in pay prior to the one you're now talking about? A. I don't 
know, sir. It was quite some time ago. | 

Q. Now, do you know Louis DeMauro? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. I believe you testified he’s a cutting employee, is that it? 
A. He works in the cutting department, but he cuts sometimes very 
often. He's a marker maker. | 

Q. Now, did or did not DeMauro speak to you about the union ? 
A. Yes. 


Q. When was this? A. It was the same day I spoke to Mr. 
| 


Rametta. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me, please, counsel. May I ask one 
question? I've forgotten something. What was it that Mr. Rametta said 
to you about Louis DeMauro? 

THE WITNESS: He said he would speak to me about this — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He told you that Louis DeMauro would speak 
to you about what ? 

THE WITNESS: About the union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. So now, Louis DeMauro spoke to 
you. Go ahead, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did Louis speak to you before or after you 
spoke to Mr. Rametta? A. He spoke to me before. 

Q. And where did he speak to you? A. Inthe cutting room. 

Q. And who was there at the time? A. You mean in the cutting 
room ? 

Q. Well, who was present while Mr. DeMauro spoke to you? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who was in the conversation? 

THE WITNESS: Just me and him. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, what did he say to you and what did you 


saytohim? A. Well, he said, first he said, ''How are you doing"? 
And I said, "I'm doing okay." And then, he said, ''You know, the guys 
are trying to bring in the union"? And I said, "Yes, I heard something 
about it,’ and he asked me if I was going to join it and I said, "If the 
others do, I will, too." 

Q. Was anything else said? A. I don't recall it. I don't think so. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, this is before Mr. Rametta spoke to you? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. It was about an hour before. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, did Louis DeMauro speak to you about 
the union after Mr. Rametta spoke to you? 

THE WITNESS: He did not. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mr. Coelho, directing your attention to 
the middle of January, 1967, did or did not any member of management 


speak to you at that time concerning the union? A. Yes, sir. 
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. Who? A. Mr. Rametta. 
. Where? A. On the front of the shop in the parking lot. 
. You mean outside the building? A. That's right. | 
. And do you recall when this conversation took place? 
A. I think it was in the 20th of January. : 

Q. Do you recall what time of day it took place? A. Yes, 
in the morning, before 8:00 o'clock. | 

Q. Who was present during this conversation? A. Just me 
and Mr. Rametta. | 

Q. Now, what did Mr. Rametta say to you and what did! you say 
to Mr. Rametta? A. First, he said, "Good morning," and I said, 
"Good morning" to him and then, the — he asked me if I had signed 
a card for the union and I said, "I don't have to tell you this if I don't 
want to." And he said, "I know, but just tell me the truth." And I told 

him, "Yes, I did sign."' And then, he said, "What are you guys 
trying to do to me"? AndI said, "Just better ourselves, that's all." 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just what? | 

THE WITNESS: Better ourselves. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was anything else said? A. = I don't 
believe so. 

Q. Now, directing your attention to approximately the | same 
time in January, 1967, did or did not you overhear a conversation 
between an employee and a member of management? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And when did this conversation take place? A. I think it 
was a couple of days before this. | 

Q. Before what, Mr. Coelho? A. Before the 20th. think it 
was on the 18th of January. | 

Q. And where was this conversation — who was this conversa- 
tion between? A. Mr. Rametta and Ed Walton. 


Q. And who is Ed Walton? A. He's an employee of Marie 
Phillips. 
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Q. And where was this conversation taking place? A. On 
the back platform by the elevator. 
Q. And how far away were you from the two people conversing? 
A. About six feet. 
Q. And did you hear the conversation? A. Lheard some, not all. 
Q. And would you tell us that part of the conversation you over- 
heard? 
MR. SIEGEL: Objection. It's hearsay. It's rank hearsay. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. [heard Mr. Rametta say something about Benny and, then, he said, 
‘You know, Benny is gonna be very sorry for what he's doing, and if 


you stick with me, you won't be sorry." That's all I heard. 


* * 


* 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
* 


* * 


* * 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And the date of November 8th, 1966, was 
when you signed this card? A. That's right. y 

Q. And that was the day after you left Mr. Rametta's office? 

A. I think it was. 

Q. And the very day you got your raise? A. What do you mean, 
the 8th? 

Q. Yes. A. I got the raise on the 7th. 

Q. Onthe 7th? A. That's right. 

Q. Right then and there in Mr. Rametta's office? A. He said 
he was going to give it to me the following week, the following pay, 
which means that I would start to make — 

Q. So that means — 

MR. BROWN: Could the witness answer the question, please, sir? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: He meant that I was going to get the raise from 

that Monday, from the first day that I worked after I came from 
Portugal. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, when Mr. Rametta gave you this 


raise, he told you he was glad to see you back from Portugal, didn't 
he? A. Yes, he did. | 
Q. And he said he was going to put you back in the stretching de- 
partment to work with Louis Greca? A. He didn't have to tell me that. 
Q. You knew you were going to go back? A. Yes. Not only 
with Louis Greca, with everybody else in the cutting department. 
* * * * i 


Courtroom 262 
Federal Building 

Main Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Tuesday, May 23, 1967 


* c 7 * 
Whereupon, 
BENNY FIAMMA 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* x x x * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Are you an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. Yes, lam. | 

Q. How long have you been an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. Approximately sixteen years. | 

Q. And what is your job, what do youdo? A. Cutter. 

Q. Were you active in the union's campaign to organize the em- 
ployees of Marie Phillips? A. Yes. | 

Q. What did you do, if anything, in the campaign? A. I helped 
organize, sign up people. : 

Q. Did the union provide you with blank authorization cards? 
A. Yes, they did. | 

Q. What, if anything, did you do with the cards after they were 
signed and filled out? A. I gave them back to them. 
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Q. Who are these people you are referring to? A. Mr. Appel, 


Mr. Shindler and Mr. Cooper. 


Q. Were these the same people that gave you the cards ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And were these the people to whom you gave the cards? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Approximately, Mr. Fiamma, how many signed authorization 
cards did you obtain? A. Twenty-five, twenty-six. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma, did you sign a union card? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been marked as General 
Counsel's Exhibit 44(a) for identification and I ask you if that is your 
signature on the card? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. And did you fill out the entire card? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Do you remember when you signed the card? A. Septem- 
ber the 8th. 

Q. What year? A. 1966. 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you signed it, filled 
it out? A. I gave it to Mr. Shindler. 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 45 and I ask you if you can 
identify this card? 

A. Yes, this is Theresa Gentile. 

Q. Was this card signed in your presence? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Where? A. Inthe cutting room. 

Q. Did or did not — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Where? 

THE WITNESS: In the cutting room. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) By the cutting room, you mean what ? 

A. Inthe plant, in the shop. 
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Q. Didor did not the employee fill out the entire card? | 
A. Yes, she did. | 

Q. You recall when the employee signed the card? A. Some- 
time in September, I think late September, I guess it was. 

* * * * t * 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What did the employee do with the card 
after she signedit? A. She handed it to me, back to me. : 

Q. What did you do with it at that time? A. I put it in my 
pocket. | 

Q. Did you have occasion to do anything later with it? A. That 
night or the following day I gave it to Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel or one 
of them. | 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 45. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Could we have a copy, please? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 45 and I 
ask you if you can identify this card? A. Yes, this is Hollyfield 
Har dwick. : 

Q. Was this card signed in your presence? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Where? A. In the cutting room. | 


Q. Now, did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? 
A. No, he didn't. | 

Q. What did you fill out and what did he fill out? A. I filled 
out craft, Marie Phillips and Hartford. | 

Q. What did the employee fill out, if anything? A. His name, 
address and city and state. | 


Q. When did the employee sign the card? A. Sometime in 
October. I would say late September or early October, something 
like that. | 


Q. Now, what did the employee do with the card after he signed 
it? A. He gave it to me. 
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Q. And what did you do with it at that time? A. I put it in my 
pocket. 

Q. Did you have occasion to do anything further with it at a later 
date? A. Yes, I gave it — 

Q. What was saidthat — A. I gave it to Mr. Apel or Mr. Shind- 
ler or Mr. Cooper. 

MR. BROWN: At this time we offer into evidence General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 46. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 47 and I ask you if you can 
identify this card? A. Yes, this is Ortilia Cerejo. 

Q. Was this card signed in your presence? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection, leading. Mr. Examiner, I know the Gen- 
eral Counsel is anxious to get the card in but I would ask that he not 
lead the witness on these, please. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was or was not the card signed in your 
presence? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it was. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And where was the card signed? A. Inthe 
cutting room. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? A. No, 
she did not. 

Q. Did or did not you fill out anything onthe card? A. I filled 
out craft and Mr. Appel filled out employed by Marie Phillips and that 
is all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She filled out the card, the rest of the card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, did or did you not see the employee fill 
out what you have said she did fill out? A. Right. 

Q. Did or did not you say Mr. Appel filled out the —-— A. He's 
the one that told me there was something missing and he put it down. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you see him? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just answer the questions. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, what did the employee do with the 
card after she signed it? A. She gave it back to me, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you do with it? 

THE WITNESS: I put it in my pocket. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Then, what did you do with it? 

THE WITNESS: I gave it to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 47. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 48 for identification and 
[ ask you if you can identify this card? A. Yes, this is Marie 
Antoinette Governale. ; : 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 
A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Where? A. In the cutting room. 


Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? 
. No. 
Q. Did you fill anything out on the card? A. No. 
Q. Well — A. Lou Greca filled out the card and she! pstenes 


it. 
Q. How do you know that Lou Greca filled it out? A. We 
were working together. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, did you see him fill out the card? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: But you saw this particular person sign 
the card? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
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Q. And what did you do with it at that time? A. I put it in my 
pocket. 

Q. Did you have occasion to do anything further with it at a later 
date? <A. Yes, I gave it — 

Q. What was said that — A. I gave it to Mr. Apel or Mr. Shind- 
ler or Mr. Cooper. 

MR. BROWN: At this time we offer into evidence General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 46. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 47 and I ask you if you can 
identify this card? A. Yes, this is Ortilia Cerejo. 

Q. Was this card signed in your presence ? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection, leading. Mr. Examiner, I know the Gen- 
eral Counsel is anxious to get the card in but I would ask that he not 
lead the witness on these, please. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was or was not the card signed in your 
presence? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it was. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) And where was the card signed? A. Inthe 
cutting room. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? A. No, 
she did not. 

Q. Did or did not you fill out anything onthe card? A. I filled 
out craft and Mr. Appel filled out employed by Marie Phillips and that 
is all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She filled out the card, the rest of the card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, did or did you not see the employee fill 
out what you have said she did fill out? A. Right. 
Q. Did or did not you say Mr. Appel filled out the — A. He's 


the one that told me there was something missing and he put it down. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you see him? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just answer the questions. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, what did the employee do with ‘the 
card after she signed it? A. She gave it back to me, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you do with it? 

THE WITNESS: I put it in my pocket. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Then, what did you do with it? 

THE WITNESS: I gave it to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 47. | 

. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 


marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 48 for identification and 


I ask you if you can identify this card? A. Yes, this is Marie 
rath 


Antoinette Governale. 
Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 
A. Yes, it was. | 
Q. Where? A. Inthe cutting room. 
Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? 
A. No. 
Q. Did you fill anything out on the card? <A. No. 
Q. Well - A. Lou Greca filled out the card and she! signee 
it. 
Q. How do you know that Lou Greca filled it out? A. We 
were working together. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, did you see him fill out the dard? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: But you saw this particular person sign 
the card? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) When did the employee sign the card? 


A. September, sometime in September. 

Q. What did the employee do with the card after she signed it? 
A. She handed it back to me. 

Q. What did you do with it then? A. I put it in my pocket. 

Q. And then, what did you do with it? A. I gave it to Mr. 
Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 48. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what I have 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 49 and I ask you if you 
can identify this card? A. Yes, this is Giambaluo Antonina. 

Q. Was this card signed in your presence? A. Yes. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. Inthe cutting room. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? 

A. No, she didn't. 

Q. Did you fill out anything on the card? 

A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Who did? A. Lou Greca did. 

Q. Did or did not you see Mr. Greca fill out the card? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What did the employee put on the card? A. She just 
signed it and — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you see her sign it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) When did the employee sign the card? 
A. Late September. 

Q. Late September is that your answer, sir? A. Yes. 

Q. What did the employee — 

MR. SIEGEL: I object; I don't think the witness said late 
September. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I understood that is what he said. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Well, I didn't hear it. 
. (By Mr. Brown) What did the employee do with the card 
after she signed it, Mr. Fiamma? A. She handed it back to me. 

Q. What did you do with it? A. I put it in my pocket. | 

Q. And then, what did you do with it? A. I gave it to Rich 
Shindler or Mr. Appel, either one. ! 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel!’ s Ex- 
hibit No. 49. | 

MR. SIEGEL: May we inquire of the General Counsel, we 
cannot read the handwriting of this name here. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, can you tell us again whose 
card that is, please? A. Well, she signed it the last name first; in 
Italy they put the last name first. Her name is Antonina Giampbaluo. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, very much. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what I have 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 50; can you sas that 
card? <A. Yes, this is James Bostick. 

Q. Was that card signed in your presence? A. Yes, | was. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. In the shipping room. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? 

A. Yes, he did. 


Q. Did or did not you see him fill out the entire card?» 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. What did the employee do with the card after he signed it? 


A. He gave it back to me. 

Q. And do you recaJl] when the employee signed the card? 

A. Late September; I guess it was September 30th. 

Q. What did you do with the card after he gave it back to you? 
A. I put it in my pocket. | 

Q. What did you do with itthen? A. That night or the follow- 
ing day I gave it to Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel. 
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MR. BROWN: Take your hand away from your mouth, please. 

THE WITNESS: Excuse me. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 50. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what I have marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 51, and I ask you 
can you identify this card? A. Yes, this is Marie Abrams. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 

MR. SIEGEL: I object, Mr. Examiner.. I am going to ask that 
this witness be asked to explain these cards in a manner other than 
is being elicited by the General Counsel. I think it is more proper 
Direct Examination for him to ask would you please explain the cir- 
cumstances under which this card was signed and without getting into 
the question on the specifics that the General Counsel has. I think if 

he wants to go to that later it is all right, but I think the proper 
question after he identifies the card is would you please relate the 
circumstances under which this card was signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection overruled. 

MR. SIEGEL: May the record note a continuing objection to all 


questions in this examination, questions of this nature? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You have a continuing objection. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, was or was not this card 


signed in your presence? A. Yes, it was. 
Q. And where was it signed? A. Inthe restaurant. 
Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? 
A. She did, yes. 
Q. Did you see her fill out the entire card? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Do you recall when the employee signed the card? 
A. October I think, September or October. 
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Q. What did the employee do with the card after she signed it? 
A. She handed it back to me. : 

Q. What did you do with it? A. I put it in my pocket. 

Q. What did you do with itthen? A. That night or the following 
day, I don't recall, I gave it to Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 51. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I show you what is marked for identification 
as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 52; can you identify that card? 
A. Yes, this is Anna Constanzo. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? A. Yes, 
it was. | 
Q. Where was it signed? A. Inher home. 
Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card? A. No. 
Q. Did or did not you fill out anything on the card? A. Yes, I 
did. : 
Q. What, if anything, did you fill out? A. I filled out craft and 
Hartford. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What? 

THE WITNESS: Hartford. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who filled out the rest of the corde 

THE WITNESS: Employed by Marie Phillips was put in by Mr. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: How do you know that Mr. Appel put in 

| 
Marie Phillips? 
THE WITNESS: I was there. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you see him? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you see who put the date on the card? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Did you see her put the date in? A. Yes. 
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Q. You know when the employee signed the card? A. I 
think it was sometime in October. 

Q. I didn't hear you? A. Sometime in October. 

Q. After the employee signed the card what did she do with it? 
A. She gave it back to me. 

Q. And what did you do with it? A. I put it in my pocket. 

Q. And what did you do with it ata later time? A. I gave it 
to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Exhibit . 
No. 52. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what is marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 53; can you iden- 
tify this card? 

A. Yes, it is Sebastiana Chimirri. 

. What is the last name? A. Chimirri. 
. And the first name? A. Sebastiana. 
. Was it or was it not signed in your presence? A. Yes, 


. Where was it signed? A. In her home. 
. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in your 
presence? A. No, she did not. 
Q. Did the employee put anything on the card? A. She just 
signed it. 
Q. And who, if you know, put the rest of the information on 
the card? A. Well, her son put some on and I put craft and Marie 
Phillips. 
Q. Don't go so fast so we have this clear for the record. You 
said her son put something onthe card? A. The address, Hartford, 


telephone number, state and I put craft, Marie Phillips and the date. 


Q. Did or did not you see her son put what you have said he 
put onthe card? A. Yes, I did. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he do it in the presence of the Bae 

THE WITNESS: Yes, he did. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did or did not you fill in the rest of the 
card in the presence of this lady? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And after the employee signed the card and it was filled out 
what happened to it? A. She gave it back to me. | 

Q. And what did you do with it? A. I put it in my pocket. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't care about the putting it in your 
pocket, forget that. The next thing we will have is you took it ‘out 
of your pocket and held it in your hand, so forget about putting it in 
your pocket. : 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What did you do with it? A. I gave it 
to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. | 

Q. All right. 

MR. BROWN: I offer into evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 53. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I show you what is marked for identifica- 
tion as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 54, and I ask you if you'can 
identify this card? A. Yes, Mary Petriccione. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? | 

Yes, it was. | 


A. 
Q. Where was it signed? A. In her home. 
Q. 


Did the employee fill out the entire card in your presence? 

A. No, she didn't. 

Q. What, if anything, did she fill out on it and what, if anything, 
did you fill out on it? A. She put her — well, she signed it and put 
her address and telephone number and I put craft and Hartford, Marie 
Phillips and the date. | 

Q. Where were you when you put the date on the card? A. At 
her table. 

Q. And when did the employee sign the card? A. October I 
think it was; late October. 
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Q. What did you do with the card after the employee signed it? 
A. I took it. 

Q. And what did you do with it after that? A. I gave it to 
Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 54. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what I have 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 55; can you identify this 
card? 

A. Yes, this is Guiseppa Italia. 

Q. Was this card signed in your presence? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. Inher home. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in your 
presence? A. She did. 

Q. After she filled out the card what did she do with it? 

A. She gave it back to me. 

Q. You recall when the employee signed the card? A. No- 
vember the first. 

Q. What year? A. 1966. 

Q. And after she gave it back to you what did you do with it 
at a later time? A. I handed it to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

Q. What did you do with it? A. I gave it to them. 

MR. BROWN: I offer into evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 55. May we have a moment, sir? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 


(Discussion held off the record.) 
TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) I show you what is marked for identification 


as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 52; can you identify this card? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Fifty-two? 
MR. BROWN: Fifty-six; please correct the record. 

A. This is Salvatria Cancellieri. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was or was not this card signed in your 
presence? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. In her home. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in your 
presence? A. She filled out everything except craft and Marie 
Phillips. 

Q. And who put that in? A. Mr. Shindler. 

Q. How do you know that? A. He did it in her home. 

Q. Did you see Mr. Shindler put that in? A. Yes, I was 
there, too. 

Q. Where is there? A. In her home. 

Q. And you recall when the employee signed the candy) 

A. November first. 

Q. And after the employee signed the card and it was filled 
out what did she do with it? 

A. She gave it to Rich Shindler. 

Q. Did you see her give itto Mr. Shindler? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 56. : 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 57, andI 
ask you if you can identify this card? A. Yes, that is Sebastiana 
Amato. 

Q. Was this card signed in your presence? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. And where was it signed? A. In her home. 


Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in your 
presence? A. No, she didn't. , 

Q. What, if anything, did she put onthe card? A. She signed 
it; she put the address in and she signed it again and she put! in the date 


and Mr. Shindler put in craft and Hartford, Connecticut. 
Q. Did you see Mr. Shindler do this? A. Yes,I did. 
Q. Where didhe dothis? A. Inher home. 
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1225 Q. After she signed the card what did she do with the card? 
A. She handed it to Richard Shindler. 
MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 57. 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) I show you what I have marked for iden- 


tification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 58 and I ask you if you 
can identify this card? A. Yes, this is Giovanna Contrino. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 

A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. Inher home. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in your 
presence? A. She filled out everything but the company address, 
eighteen Chestnut Street. 

Q. Do you recall when the employee signed the card? 

A. Early November I guess it was. 

Q. After she signed the card what did she then do with it? 
A. She handed it back to me. 

Q. What did you do with it at a later time? A. I gave it back 
to Rich Shindler or Mr. Appel. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 58. 

MR. SIEGEL: May I ask that we see the card before it is shown 
to the witness so we know what the name is. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, I think what counsel will do in the 
future is give you a copy of the card before he inquires about the card. 
MR. SIEGEL: Thank you, that would help, Mr. Examiner. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what I have 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 59; can you identify this 
cara? A. Yes, this is Josephine Contrino. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? A. Yes. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. In her home. 
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Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in your 
presence? A. No, she didn't. ! 

Q. What did she fill out, if anything? A. She signed it and she 
put the address on, the telephone number and Mr. Appel filled out the 
rest. | 
. Did you see Mr. Appel fill out the rest? A. Yes. 

. Where did Mr. Appel fill out the rest? A. In her home. 
. You recall when the card was signed? 

. Early November. 

. After the card had been signed and filled out what happened to 
it? . She handed it back to Mr. Appel. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 59. We have already supplied a copy thereof to the respondent's 
counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what is marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 60, and I ask you if 
you can identify this card? A. Yes, this is Lena Falconeri, 


Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? : A. Yes, 


it was. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. In her home. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire cardi in your 
presence? A. Yes, she did. | 

Q. And do you know when the employee signed the card? 
A. November second. 

Q. What year? A. 1966. 

Q. And after she signed it and filled out the card what aid she do 
with it? A. It was handed back to me. 

Q. What did you do at a later time with it, if anything? 

A. I gave it to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel’ 's Exhibit 
No. 60. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 61 for identification; can 
you identify this card? A. Yes, sir; it is Rachel Santoro. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 

A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Where was the card signed? A. Inher home. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in your 
presence? A. ‘She filled out everything except Marie Phillips and 
Chestnut Street. 

Q. Who put that in if you know? =A. Myself. 

Q. And where did you put itin? A. Inher house. 

Q. You recall when the employee signed the card? A. Early 
November. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did she do with the card after she 
signed it? 

THE WITNESS: She handed it back to me. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you do with it? 

THE WITNESS: Later, I gave it to Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel. 

MR. BROWN: I offer into evidence General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 61. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 62, andI 


ask you if you can identify that card? A. Yes, this is Tuseppina 


Tiralongo. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 
A. Yes, it was. 

Q. And where was it signed? A. In her home. 

Q. And did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in 
your presence? A. No, she didn't. 

Q. What did she put in here, if anything, and what did you put 
in here, if anything? A. She signed it and put her phone number and 
dated and I did the rest. 
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Q. And where did you do the rest? A. Inher home. 

Q. And after she signed it what — strike that. You recall 
when she signed it? A. Sometime in November, it was early 
November. 

Q. And after she signed it and you had filled it out and she 

had put on what you testified she put on, what, if anything, 
did she then do with it? A. She handed it back to me. 


Q. And what at a later time, if anything, did you do with it? 
A. I gave it to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler, either one. | 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 62. ; 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, may we have the name of the 


card signer; we are unable to ascertain the name after examining 
the duplicate of the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I show you the card again, sir, in order 
for you to identify the name? A. Tiralongo. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: T-i-r-a-l-o-n-g-0? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has been 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 63 for identification, and 
I ask you if you can identify this card? A. Yes, it is Fulvia Polce. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 

A. Yes, it was. 

Q. And where was it signed? A. In her home. 

Q. And did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in 
your presence? A. No. 

Q. What, if anything, did she put on it that you saw? (A. She 
signed it, she put her address on it, the telephone number and she 
dated it and I did the rest. | 

Q. Where did you do the rest? A. In her home. 
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Q. When did the employee sign the card? A. Sometime in 
November. 

MR. SIEGEL: I am sorry; I didn't hear the last question and 
answer, Mr. Examiner. 

MR. BROWN: I'm sorry. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) When did the employee sign the card? 
A. Sometime in November. 

Q. And after she signed it what did she do with it? A. She 
handed it back to me. 

Q. Did you do anything with it at a later date? A. Yes. I 
gave it to Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel. 

MR. BROWN: All right. We offer into evidence General Coun- 
sel's Exhibit No. 63. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I show you what I have marked for identi- 
fication as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 64, and I ask you can you 


identify this card? A. Yes, this is Giuseppina Formica. 


Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 
A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Where was it signed? A. In her home. 

Q. And did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in 
your presence? A. No. 

Q. What, if anything, did the employee put on the card? 
A. She signed it and dated it andI did the rest. 

Q. And where did you do the rest? A. Inher home. 

Q. You recall when the employee signed the card? A. No- 
vember, early November. 

Q. After the employee signed the card what did she do with it? 
A. She handed it back to me. 

Q. And what, if anything, did you do with it at a later date? 
A. I gave it to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 64. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, I show you what I have 
marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 65, 
and I ask you if you can identify this card? A. Yes, this is 
Ed Walton. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed — 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, may I see the original for just 
a second. Am I correct that the General Counsel is now asking the 
question without the card being in front of the witness in line! with 
the Examiner's ruling, I believe, of last week? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I did not make such a ruling last week. 
He may show the card and ask if that card was signed in his pres- 
ence, where it was signed and that sort of thing. 

MR. SIEGEL: What about the question as to date with the 
card? 

MR. BROWN: I removed the card before I asked him the 
date. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. Fine. 

MR. BROWN: May I continue? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. BROWN: May I have the last question read back, please. 

(The reporter read back the last question.) 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, was or was not this card signed in 
your presence? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. And where was it signed? A. In the cutting room. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out anything else on the 

card? A. He just signed it and Holly Hardwick filled out the 
rest. 


Q. Did you see Holly Hardwick fill out the rest? A.: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it done in the presence of the signer ? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) When did Mr. Walton sign the card? 

A. The middle of January, something like that. I don't know exactly. 
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Q. Was or was not it the middle of January? A. The middle 
of January. 

Q. After Mr. Walton signed the card did you see what he did 
with it? A. He handed it back to me. 

Q. What did you do with it at a later date? A. I gave it to 
Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

MR. BROWN: We offer General Counsel's Exhibit No. 65 into 
evidence. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mr. Fiamma, I show you what has 
been marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 66 and I ask you if 
you can identify this card? A. Yes, this is Rose Famiglietti. 

Q. Was or was not this card signed in your presence? 

A. Yes, it was. 

Q. And where was it signed? A. In her home. 

Q. Did or did not the employee fill out the entire card in 
your presence? A. Well, she signed it and her husband filled out 
the rest. 

Q. Her husband filled it out? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you see her husband fill it out? A. Yes, I did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In her presence? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do you recall when the employee signed 
the card? A. Yes, sometime in January, too. 

Q. You recall when in January it was signed? A. Not the 
exact date, the 20th or 21st. 

Q. After the card was signed what did the employee do with 
it? A. She handed it back to me. 

Q. And what, if anything, did you do with it at a later date? 
A. I gave it back to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler. 

MR. BROWN: We offer into evidence General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 66. That concludes the cards that we are going to offer 


or are going to introduce through this witness. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Voir Dire? You want a moment or two? 

MR, SIEGEL: Could we take a five-minute break at this point? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. | 

MR. SIEGEL: I would appreciate it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Let's get back on the sean 
as soon as you are ready. Off the record. | 

(A short recess was then taken.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. Are you ready to proceed, 
Mr. Siegel ? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, I am, Mr. Examiner. | 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, before Respondent's counsel begins 
I assume, in view of the court's direction that the General Counsel 
number all twenty-two cards consecutively, that respondent's counsel 
will now examine on each card individually as they were put in and 
make an objection as he puts them in or as he examines them. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I am not going to require him to do it that 
way. I am not going to interfere with this Voir Dire in any fashion. 

MR. BROWN: I must say that I will make every strenuous ob- 

jection if Mr. Siegel tries to examine on card sixty-six and then 
thirty-two and back and forth. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I am sure that we will see which 
card he is examining on. | 

MR, SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I will say for the record that 
I will, upon the beginning of a series of questions on a particular 


card, clearly identify to the witness the name of the person I am 


asking him about and I will not change from card to card without 


clearly indicating on the record as to the card that J am talking 
about and when I am talking about a different card I will identify 
it to the witness. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Proceed. 
MR. SIEGEL: May we go off the record? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 
(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. While we were off the 
record counsel for the Respondent obtained from counsel for the 
General Counsel a statement or a copy of a statement of this wit- 
ness with respect to cards which were obtained by this witness and 
he has examined it. 

VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, I direct your attention to 
what has been marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 52, which 
is the card of Anna Constanzo. I show you the card and I will leave 
it in front of you. Now, Mr. Fiamma — 

MR. BROWN: Mr. Examiner, may we have a moment to find 

card number fifty-two? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. BROWN: We are ready, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have them in numerical order? 

MR. BROWN: Yes, but it takes time to find them. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Have you had an opportunity to look at that 
card, Mr. Fiamma? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. What part of that card did you fill out ? 

A. Craft and that's all. 

Q. Craft, that's all? A. Iam pretty sure. 

Q. This card was dated on October 20, 1966; when did you give 
this card to Mr. Appel or Mr. Shindler? A. Well, it could be the 
same night or the following day, two days later. 

Q. When was the next time that you saw Mrs. Constanzo's 
card? A. Acouple of days ago. 

Q. When specifically? A. Last night. 

Q. Last night? A. Yes. 

Q. And between October 20th, the date on the card, and last 


night you did not see this card at all, is that correct? A. Right. 
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Q. All right. Where did you see the card last night? | A. At 
the Howard Johnson Motor Lodge. | 

Q. Is that on the Cilas Deane Highway in Wethersfield? 
A. Rocky Hill. | 

Q. I see. And who showed you the card at that time? | A. Mr. 


Brown. 

Q. Did Mr. Brown ask you any questions about the card? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. How long did he spend discussing this particular card with 
you? | 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. A couple of minutes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How long were you there discussiaig cards 
with Mr. Brown last night? A. An hour or an hour anda half . 

Q. Well, can you be more exact? A. Anhour anda half. 

Q. Anhour andahalf? A. Yes. ! 

Q. And in that period of time is it true that you discussed all 
of the cards with Mr. Brown that you have testified to here this morn- 
ing? | 

A. Yes. 

Q. Isee. Now, Mr. Fiamma, you haven't seen this aed from 
October until last night; how do you know the only thing that you filled 
in on this card is the craft part? A. It is my handwriting. | 

. In your handwriting? A. Yes. 

. What are the handwritten words onthe card? A. ! O.P. 
. And where did you fill it in? A. Inher home. | 

. Herhome? A. Yes. 

. What time of the day? A. 8:30 or 9:00 o'clock. © 

Q. Well, now, Mr. Fiamma, it was your testimony on direct 
examination that you also filled in another part of that card, do you 
recall what that was? A. Hartford, but I didn't. : 
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Q. Hartford, but you didn't. You recall testifying on direct 
examination that you filled in Hartford?  A.»Maybe I did. 

Q. Well, if you say you did then you were wrong, is that cor- 
rect? A. Maybe. 

Q. And you also testified on direct examination that Mrs. Con- 
stanzo filled out the rest of the card, is that correct? A. Right. 

Q. How do you explain the fact, Mr. Fiamma, that the ink on 
the date is different than from the ink on any other part of the hand- 
written part of the card? 

MR. SIEGEL: Before you answer I would ask that the Examiner 
have an opportunity to observe the actual card itself. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I have observed it. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When I said I observed it all I did was to 
observe the other handwriting and Iam not passing on whether the 
ink is any different. 

MR. SIEGEL: I recognize that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I want the record to be clear. 

MR. SIEGEL: I just wanted you to have the opportunity to see 
the card. 

THE WITNESS: I think the ink is the same thing. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You think the ink is the same thing? 

A. That is right. 


Q. And it is your testimony that Mrs. Constanzo so filled in the 


date on this card? 
A. That is right. 
Q. You certainly don't testify that you did? A. No, I didn't. 
Q. All right. How many times did you discuss that card with 
Mr. Brown last night? A. Once. 
Q. Just once? A. Yes. 
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Q. Now, who was present with Mrs. Constanzo when she signed 
this card, who was there? A: Her husband. : 

Q. Her husband. Anybody else? A. Well,.the kids were there, 
they weren't present. | 

Q. I'msorry. A. The kids were there but they weren't present. 

Q. But they weren't present? A. That's right. 

Q. What do you mean by that? A. We were in the kitchen and 
they were in the living room. : 

Q. And were you alone or did anybody else come with you? 
A. I was alone. 

Q. You were alone. Did you talk with Mrs. Constanzo? A. Yes, 
I did. | 

Q. All right. Did you talk to her about whether or not there 

would be anelection? A. No. 

Q. Did you talk with her about whether or not she would have to 
pay union dues? A. No discussion. 

Q. Did you talk to her about initiation fees? <A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her how many people had already signed? 
A. No, she wanted to know if people had signed and I said that some 
signed. | 

Q. She wanted to know? A. She just asked. 

@. And your answer was? A. I said that I couldn't tell her, 
"T can't tell you.” 

Q. You just told her that some people had signed? A. That's 
right. 


Q. Just a minute, now. Now, your answer is that you! couldn't 


tell her? A. I couldn't tell her how many people had signed. 
Q. You said that some people had signed? A. Right. 
Q. In other words, you refused tu tell her how many '— 
A. Ididn't refuse; I told her I couldn't tell her. ! 
Q. Why couldn't you tellher? A. Because I just couldn't 
tell her. 
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Q. Isn't it true because it was suppose to be confidential? 
A. Part of it. 

Q. Isn't it true that some of the cards are marked in Italian, 
"Secrete"? A. Yes. 

Q. Isn't it true that you promised a number of nee that you 
would not reveal that they signed cards? A. I didn't promise noth- 
ing. 

Q. All right. Now, staying with Mrs. Constanzo.after you told 
her that — strike that. After you said that you couldn't tell her how 
many people had signed, did she ask you any other questions te 
A. She wanted to know a few names. 

Q. She wanted some names? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you tell her any names? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her with Louis Greca? A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you tell her any names? 

THE WITNESS: No names. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What question did she then ask after you 


told her you would not tell her the names ? A. Itold her, "How 


would you like it if I went some other place and told them that you 
had signed"? And she said, "T know what you mean.” 

Q. Did she at any time ask you if a majority or most of the 
people in the shop had signed? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever tell her that? A. Like I said, some people 
had signed. 

Q. Some people had signed? A. Yes. 

Q. What did she do after you told her that? A. Nothing. 

Q. She did nothing? A. Nothing. She sat there and signed 
the card and that was it. 

Q. You'mean she asked you some questions and you gave her 
the answers and you discussed it and she signed the card? A. That's 
right. 

Q. Were there any other discussions that you had with her? 
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MR. BROWN: Objection until it is established when it was, 
before or after the signing of the card. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I assume you are talking about this night? 
MR. SIEGEL: Of course, am. That's all I am a os 
is this night and before she signed the card. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Were there any other discussions with Mrs. 
Constanzo before she signed the card that night? A. No. 
Q. Now, did you readthe cardtoher? A. Yes. 
Q. She can't read English? A. Yes, she can. 
Q. Shecan? A. Yes. 
Q. Did you explain to her the meaning of the words "collective bar- 
gaining’? A. I explained to her and she said, "I know what I am doing." 
Q. And what explanation did you give her about the card? 
A. What do you mean? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you tell her collective bargaining 
meant? You said you explained to her. 
MR. BROWN: May I please object to your question. I don't be- 


lieve that is the Respondent's question. His question was what did you 
tell her about the card. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I am now asking the question and he 


can answer my question. Your objection is overruled. You toldher — 


you explained collective bargaining; what did you tell her? 

THE WITNESS: Collective bargaining means that we want some- 
body to represent us and negotiate a contract or something. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What do you mean or something? © 
A. Negotiating a contract. 

Q. All right. Would you please tell us what negotiating a contract 
means in your mind? A. Negotiating a contract in my mind — well, 
if I need you to negotiate a contract for me I will hire you for it and 
have somebody represent me. ! 

Q. You pay meafee? A. That's right. 
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Q. Did you discuss the fact that Mrs. Constanzo would have 
to pay a fee to the union to represent her? A. No discussion on 
paying fee or anything like that. 

Q. Did she know that if the union represented her she would 
have to pay a fee? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion of union bene- 
fits? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Did you tell her — did you show her a booklet 
describing the union benefits? A. No, I didn't have no booklet. 

Q. Did you talk to her about the union benefits ? A. Yes, 
she asked me questions. 

Q. What did she ask you first of all? A. Repeat that, please ? 

Q. Did she ask you about the benefits? A. She asked me a 
few benefits, like about the hospitalization. 

Q. What'did you tell her about the hospitalization? A. I 
said it would be different than what we get now. 

Q. That is all you told her? A. Better benefits. 

Q. Did she ask you what did you mean by better, how much 


better? A. Itold her when the union gets in and they sign a con- 
tract with Mr. Rametta that is when we start getting benefits. 

Q. What other benefits did she ask you about? A. Better 
wages. 

Q. What did you tell her; what was the discussion about better 


wages? A. It would be increased. 


Q. The wages would be increased; she would get a raise ? 
A. That is right. 
Q. You told her she would get a raise before she signed a card? 
A. No. 
Q. You told her she would get a raise after she signed the card? 
A. That is right. 
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Q. When after she signed the card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: I would request it on the question of credibility, 
Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you discuss the question of a raise 
in pay with her that night? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you tell her she would get a raise in pay after ahe 


signed the card and handed it to you? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I told her that we needed the majority first in order to be recog- 


nized before we could start getting benefits. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What counsel wants to know was did you 
tell her after she returned the card to you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I don't think the witness has 
answered the question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think he has answered it; ask another 
question. i 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) So that once you had her card in your hand 
you then told her that she would get a raise when the union got in? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. We were talking. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You will do much better, Mr. Witness, if 
you will just try and answer the question and don't volunteer about 
something else that is not being asked of you. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What did you tell her, that she would get a 
raise as soon as the union was recognized ? | 
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MR. BROWN: It has already: been established that this conver- 
sation took plaee after the signing of the card. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, this has-to do with time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection sustained. 

MR. SIEGEE-: May I ask the basis on whieh the — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, beeause the card. was not signed re- 
lying upon any such statement. I was permitting to ask.the question 
before about her statement about the card and when it was signed be- 
cause I was attempting to determine whether it may have been before 
the card was signed. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, the question comes up here as to time be- 
ing the key factor and I am trying to determine whether or not this 

might have taken place simultaneously or contemporaneously 
with the acquisition of the card. She might have signed the card 
technically speaking and had it signed and not yet delivered it, if I 
may use that word. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That is possible. 

MR. BROWN: The witness just testified this was after the 
card was handed to him. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. BROWN: That this conversation — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, counsel. I have made my ruling. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you if she would get a raise 


but you did not answer her before she signed the card? A. She 
didn't ask me. 

Q. She didn't ask you, you volunteered that information to 
her? <A. We were talking after. 

Q. Now, Mr. Fiamma, isn't it kind of strange that all this dis- 
cussion took place after she signed the card rather than before ? 
A. It may be strange to you but they are friends of mine and I was 
there about an hour. 

Q. You were there about an hour? A. That's right. 
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Q. How long were you there before Mrs. Constanzo signed the 


card? A. Ten minutes. 

Q. So she signed the card in the first ten minutes and then you 
spent the next fifty minutes talking about the union, is that correct? 
A. Not quite about the union, everything. 

Q. Well, Mr. Fiamma, doesn't it seem reasonable that all the 
discussion about the union would take place before she signed the 
card? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. I think that is up to me to de- 
cide whether or not the testimony — 

MR. SIEGEL: I won't pursue it any further. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion in Italian while 
you were there about the union andthe card? A. I don't recall 
about the union, no. 

Q. But there was discussion in Italian? A. Yes. 

Q. And what subjects were discussed in Italian? A. I don't 
remember. : 

Q. Well, let me ask you this, now; did you spend half of the 
time there speaking in Italian? 

MR. BROWN: I would object. The witness has coe testi- 
fied that the signatory of the card can read and speak English and 

any other conversations are immaterial. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't see that it is at all relevant or 
material how much time was spent speaking Italian. Let's get to 
the issue as to whether there were any promises or misrepresenta- 
tions, et cetera, made to this woman before she signed the card. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, Mr. Examiner, if I may, the purpose of 
cross examination as Iam sure you know better than anyone else 
in this room is to test the veracity of the witness’ testimony. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, there's such a thing as getting too 


remote. 


i 
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MR. SIEGEL: Well, with regard to this first card, we are try- 


ing, in effect, to'test the witness here and to ascertain his general 


demeanor with regard to credibility: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: This question is-too remote and I don't 
care what subjeet matter was discussed-in Italian. Now, any discus- 


sions about this ‘card in Italian before she signed the card you are 
certainly at liberty to go ahead and inquire about it. 

MR. SIEGEL: I have another reason for asking this particular 
question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is sustained and you have 
an exception. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What explanation did you give Mrs. Con- 

stanzo about the meaning of the words "collective bargaining"? 
A. J already said that. 

Q. I don't think that you did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I asked him what explanation did he give 
about the words collective bargaining. 

MR. SIEGEL: I don't recall that he answered that and, if I 
may just — 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mrs. Constanzo — to your knowledge, 
did Mrs. Constanzo attend any union meeting prior to signing a card? 
A. No. 

Q. All right. Now, Mr. Fiamma, let's talk about your card 
for a minute and that's General Counsel's Exhibit No. 44. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, before he continues on this line of 
questioning, may I ask if Respondent's counsel wishes now to pose 
an objection to the introduction of Anna Constanzo's card ? 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, I object to the introduction of the card. 

I don't believe it is — that the testimony of the witness is the best 
evidence for the receipt of this card. We also have a continuing 
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objection on the basis of and, particularly, with regard to — | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That it is strictly confidential. _ 

MR. SIEGEL: That this man is going to testify that it was 
confidential in nature and if I may just ask one last question with 
your permission. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, did Mrs. Constanzo au- 
thorize you to disclose her signature on this card to any other 
person? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I think the question is too broad. 
Obviously, she authorized it for the union. : 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, if you recall, Mr. Examiner, Mr. Fiamma 
testified that he wouldn't tell anybody any names and I want to know 
if this woman authorized him to disclose her name to anybody. 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: By nobody you mean union officials ? 

MR. SIEGEL: Officials of the union or the U. S. Government. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection — 

THE WITNESS: Yes; naturally, I gave it to one of those guys. 

@. (By Mr. Siegel) What did you tell her? A. That I was 
going to give it to the union. 

Q. Did she ask you what you would do with the card? A. No. 


Q. Did youtell her? A. She asked if I was going to give it 


to the union people. 

Q. She didask you? A. Yes. 

Q. So you were wrong a minute ago when you said she didn't 
ask you? A. I don't know what you mean. 

Q. Did you tell her who in the union you would give the card to? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her that you would show the card to an agent of 
the U. S. Government? A. I didn't even know these gentlemen then. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: The answer is you didn't tell her that you 
would show the card to an agent of the U. S. Government ? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

MR. SIEGEL: We object on the basis that this witness is incom- 
petent to testify with regard to this card and I will, to save time of 
the record, state that we will object on this ground automatically and 
on a continuing basis. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have a continuing objection to the intro- 
duction of any one of these cards because the person, the signer of the 

card is the one who should be testifying. 

MR. SIEGEL: The only one who can release the agency restric- 
tion from this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have any further objection to the re- 
ceipt in evidence of the card? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, I also indicated that we do not believe it is 
the best evidence in the absence of the signer. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That is the one you have got the continuing 
objection to. 

MR. SIEGEL: We have it on two bases. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Confidentiality. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have any other objections ? 

MR. SIEGEL: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objections are overruled and General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 52 for identification is received. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-52, was 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, you have testified that you were busy 


signing people up for the union. Directing your attention to card num- 
ber General Counsel's Exhibit forty-four, which is your card, where 


did you sign this card, Mr. Fiamma? A. Where or when ? 


Q. Where? A. My house. 

Q. What date? A. September the 8th. 

Q. What year? A. 1966. 

Q. And who was present when you signed it? A. Mr, Shind- 


ler and Mr. Appel. 

Q. What time of day or evening was it when they were there? 
A. It was early in the evening, I don't recall, seven-thirty or eight 
o'clock. 

Q. How long were they there? A. Twenty minutes. 

Q. Twenty minutes? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that the first time that you ever met them? A. That 
is right. | 

Q. Isee. Was anybody else present with you at that time ? 

A. My kids. 
Q. Just your kids? <A. Yes. 
Q. What did they tell you at that time about signing the Beara? 
. They were trying to organize Marie Phillips’ shop. 

Q. Isee. They asked you to help them? A. Yes. 

Q. And they were there for twenty minutes? A. Right. 

Q. And you agreed at the end of that conversation to help them, 
is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Mr. Fiamma, are you in the habit of doing things for 
strangers as a general rule? A. No. : 

Q. How do you explain the fact that after a Pennine talk 
with two strangers you agreed to become active union organizer solic- 
iting cards at Marie Phillips? A. I got my own personal reason. 

Q. Iask you what are those reasons ? A. Well, I wanted to 
help them. 

Q. How do you know they were telling the truth ? A. Because 
I know a little bit about the union. | 

Q. You never saw these two men before? A. That is right. 


| 


Q. They walked up to your door, is that correct? A. Right. 


Q. Rang the bell? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: I would on this — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. It is sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Why did you help them, why did you agree 
to help them, Mr. Fiamma, what were your reasons? A. I just 
wanted to help them. 

Q. You testified a minute ago you had your own reason and 
lam asking you to tell us what they were >? A. It is a personal 
reascn. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You just state what your reasons for 
helping these men were. 

THE WITNESS: I wanted to help organize the shop. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Why? A. I just wanted to help. 

Q. What did they tell you? A. Nothing. 

Q. So, after a discussion of twenty minutes with two strangers 
in which they discussed nothing, you decided that you were gcing to 
go out and sign up twenty-five people for the union, is that your testi- 
mony? A. That is right. 

Q. Is that what you want us to believe happened, actually hap- 
pened? A. That is right. 

Q. Did they promise you anything? A. No. 

Q. Did they tell you what you would get if you signed up people 
for them? <A. No. 

Q. You are absolutely sure, Mr. Fiamma ? A. Absolutely, sir. 


Q. And your testimony is that you received -—- strike that. Have 


you received anything from the union during this entire campaign ? 


A. You mean before the strike or after the strike? 
Q. Before the strike? A. No. 
Q. How about after the strike? A. Yes. 
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Q. What have you received? A. Strike benefits. 

Q. You received nothing before the strike? - A. No. 

Q. Did they ever take you out todinner? A. We had a few 
meetings. 

Q. Did they ever buy youa drink? A. Sure. 

Q. Did they ever buy youdinner? A. Sure. 

Q. Did they ever take your family out todinner? A. No. 

Q. Who spoke to you first at this meeting on the 8th of Sep- 
tember at your home, Mr. Fiamma? A. I don't recall, Mr, Shind- 
ler. 

Q. What did he tell you? A. I just told you; they were there 
because they were trying to organize Marie Phillips. 

Q. The union? A. Yes. 

Q. How did they happen to come to you, Mr. Fiamma ? 
A. I don't know. : 

Q. Did they pick you out of the telephone book? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You didn't call them, did you? A. No. 

Q. They came to you. What did Mr. Shindler tell you at that 
time? A. I just said it; they were trying to organize the shop. 

Q. What else did he tell you? A. "Would you sign a card"? 

Q. What did you say? A. Then, I asked a few questions. 


Q. What questions? A. What kind of a union it was and 


give me a card and I read the card. 

Q. Then what happened? A. I signed the card. 

Q. Then what/happened? A. Then, I gave it back to'Rich 
Shindler. 

Q. What happened after that? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Well, Mr. Examiner, I believe now Iam staying 
within the scope of direct but beyond the actual signing of this card. 
I believe that I am entitled to this. He testified he was active in the 
campaigning and that he obtained cards and I think I.am entitled to 
inquire into the circumstances under which he was recruited if I may 
use that word. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I will permit you to do that. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) After you gave the card to Mr. Shindler 
did he say anything to you? =A. Yes, he said to me if I would like 
to help them organize. 

Q. Did he tell you why he wanted you to help them? A. No, 
he didn't. 

Q. He said, "I want you to help"? A. He said, "Would you 
help us.” 

Q. Would you? A. Yes. 

Q. And what did you tell him? A. Yes. 

Q. Just like that? A. Just like that. 

Q. What happened next? A. I told him to leave some cards 
with me. 

Q. Did he tell you that the union would do anything for you if 
you got people to sign up? <A. No. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma, you testified or you admitted that as a gen- 
eral rule you just don't go around helping strangers and my question 
to you is why did you agree so fast to sign up people for the union ? 
A. I wanted to belong to the union. 

. That may be, but why didyou— A. I wanted to help them. 
. Why? A. Because I wanted to help them. 


. Why? . To organize faster. 


A 
. Why? A. To organize faster. 
. Why? A 
the people faster. 


. I just told you I wanted to help them organize 
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Q. Mr. Fiamma, how do you know they weren't lying; how do 
you know that they weren't police agents, you never saw these men 
before? <A. I didn't see them before but he showed me his business 


card. 


Q. He showed you his business card; how do you know it wasn't 


a fake? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Oh, objection, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. He already testified to that 
and you can argue to me in your brief that it doesn't seem reasonable 
that a man would go out and do it. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't want argument with the witness. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, let's go to another — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You object to the receipt of GC-44. 

MR. SIEGEL: Iam sorry; I forgot. Forgive me. = we 
have our continuing objection to these cards. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That has been ruled on and G.C. No. 44 
for identification is received. 


(The document above- referred to 
was marked GC-44 and was re- 
ceived in evidence.) 


MR. BROWN: Mr. Examiner, may we have a few questions on 
redirect at this time of this witness on that card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I would prefer that we conclude with the 
Voir Dire and then you will have your opportunity for redirect. 

MR. BROWN: Okay. Thank you, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Let's talk about card General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 65, which is the card of — well, could you tell me whose 
card that is again? A. Ed Walton. 

MR. SIEGEL: May the record show that Iam showing 'the 
original card to the Examiner for him to look at for one moment 
before I ask the witness a further question. : 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, I see it. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. ; 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, you can read English, am 
Icorrect? A. That is right. 

Q. Would you please read the letters that are written on the 
signature line in ink on General Counsel's Exhibit No. 15? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sixty-five. 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, forgive me. 
A. It is E-d — W-a-, I guess, N-t-s, or something like that. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) It is obvious that it isn't the name Ed 
Walton, that it isn't clearly spelled out? A. That is right. 


Q. As matter of fact let's be honest; it doesn't even look 
like the name Ed Walton, does it? A. That is right. 

Q. All right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You know Ed Walton? 


THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is he an employee of Marie Phillips ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you see him write on that line after 
signature what appears there ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You asked him to sign it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that what you — is that what he wrote 
after you asked him to sign it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Where did he sign it? A. In the cutting 
room. 

Q. What date? A. Sometime in January. 

Q. What hour of the day was it that he signed? <A. I believe 
it was between 7:30 and 8:00 o'clock in the morning. 
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MR. BROWN: May I ask that counsel for the Responiecs not 

repeat the answers of the witness. 

MR. SIEGEL: Forgive me, strike that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Look this is only stretching the record 
out more so just try to avoid the repetition. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who else was present when Mr. Walton 


wrote something on this card? A. Holly Hardwick. : 
Q. What part of the cutting room was Mr. Walton in at the 


time? A. Holly's desk. 

Q. And Mr. Hardwick filled in the rest of the card you 
claim? A. Yes. : 

Q. Isee. You testified you gave it to Mr. Shindler or Mr. 


Appel at a later date, am Icorrect? A. Yes. 

Q. When, a week later? <A. I can't tell you; I can't 4 remem- 
ber. A day later. 

Q. Could it have been two or three days later? A. Never, 
that — a day at the most. 

Q. And Mr. Hardwick filled in the date before you took the 
card, is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Now, Mr. Fiamma, isn't it true that the hand- 
writing on the date as well as the ink used is of a different nature 

from the other writing on the card. Look at it carefully be- 
fore youanswer. A. Yes. 

MR. BROWN: I object unless the witness can — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled, the witness just said yes. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it is different. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And do you want to change your testimony 
that Mr. Hardwick filled in the date? A. Well, I thought he did, 
let's put it that way. 

Q. Who dated it? A. I thought — 

Q. You testified you did fill in the rest of the card in -- strike that. 
You testified that he did fill in the rest of the card in your presence so 
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you are wrong about that; he did not fill it in in your presence? 


A. It could be a different pen, too. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, now sitting there on the stand can 
you testify whether Holly did or did not fill in that date or is it that 


you don't remember? 

THE WITNESS: Well, he filled in the card and, then, he had 
Ed Walton sign his name. To tell the truth, I don't remember if he 
filled out the card or not. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You don't remember whether he filled 
out the date or not, is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you know when the date was written 
in there? 

THE WITNESS: I don't remember. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, did you ever go to a union 
meeting? A. Yes. 

Q. At where? A. Well — 

MR. BROWN: Are we still on GC-65? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't know but I don’t see that this is 
Voir Dire. 

MR. SIEGEL: Iam sorry. I am afraid that I was encouraged 
too much by the witness’ willingness. 

MR. BROWN: I ask those remarks be stricken. 

MR. SIEGEL: Strike it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, isn't it true that you at- 
tended a union meeting with Mr. Walton the night before he signed 
the card? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Would it help you if I told you it was at the Howard John- 
son's on the Berlin Turnpike? A. Yes, I attended a few meetings; 
I don't remember the nights. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER:- Fhe question is this; did you attend a 
meeting at Howard Johnson's on the Berlin Turnpike with Mr. Walton 

before he signed that card. Did you or didn't you? 

THE WITNESS: No, that is Rocky Hilt. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did: you attend a meeting. at Rocky Hill 
with Mr. Walton before he signed the card? A. He attended a few 
meetings, yes. 

Q. Were you present? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Before he signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Isn't it true that one of those-meetings 


took place the night before he signed the card in the shop? = I 


don't recall. 

Q. Did you ever at any of these meetings at which you “ae Mr. 
Walton were present, were any drinks or liquor served? A. Yes, 
there were. 

Q. All right. As a matter of fact, liquor was served at all of 
those meetings at which you and Mr. Walton were present? | 

MR. BROWN: Lobject. The card was signed and what was 
said or served at those meetings is immaterial. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Not all of them. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How many meetings did Mr. Walton attend 

before he signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: I don't recall. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Isn't it true that you attended a ieee 
the night before Mr. Walton was suppose to have signed this card and 
Ida Thomas, Ethel Hall and Mr. Walton were present? A. They 
were present, yes. 

Q. At this meeting liquor was served? A. Yes. 
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Q. The next morning Mr. Walton, you claim, was at the shop at 
about 7:30 in the morning, correct? A. Right.- 

Q. You are sure that Mr. Walton wasn't asked to sign a card at 
that meeting? A: Iam sure. 

Q. Was there any discussion between you and Mr. Walton on the 
morning he signed the card in the shop about: signing the card? 
A. Not that morning, no. 

Q. Not that morning. You said absolutely nothing to him ? 


. You just put the card in front of him and said, "Sign it, 
A. He had a card in his pocket. 
. In his pocket ? 
. Yes. 
. You had given that to him the night before? A. I maybe 
gave him fifty cards the day before. 
Q. Did you give him — A. Two weeks before, rather. 
Q. You gave him fifty cards two weeks before ? 
MR. BROWN: He is misconstruing the testimony of the witness. 
He didn't say him, he said they. He gave out fifty cards. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you give Mr. Walton fifty cards ? 
THE WITNESS: I gave cards to everybody. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Won't you answer this question; did you 


give Mr. Walton fifty cards? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
MR. BROWN: I will withdraw my objection. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) So, on the morning that he is supposed to 


have signed a card that was in front of him, and you were at Mr. Hard- 
wick's desk and you said, ''Sign,'’ and he grabbed a pen and signed, is 
that correct? A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He took the card out of his pocket and 
signed it, is that correct? 
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THE WITNESS: Holly Hardwick filled out part of it and then 
it was signed by Mr. Walton. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: He took the card out of his own pocket ? 
THE WITNESS: Yes:: 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was Mr. Walton standing or sitting when 


he signed it? A. Standing. 
Q. Was he bent over? A: Yes. 
Q. Isee. Did he have to — dees he wear glasses? A. No. 
Q. All right. Did he bend over very close to the card to sign 


MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How long did it take him to write on this 
card? A. I don't know; I didn't time him. 

Q. Five minutes? A. One or two minutes. 

Q. It would seem like a longtime? A. He is kind of'slow, 
yes. 

Q. Did he write it before or after Mr. Hardwick wrote on it? 
A. After. 

Q. You said absolutely nothing to him at that time? 

A. Nothing. 

Q. Did Mr. Hardwick say anything? A. Nothing. 

Q. Absolutely nothing was said? A. No. 

Q. He just took the card out of his pocket in front of you two 
gentlemen? A. The only thing I asked was, "When are you going 
to sign the card"? : 

Q. And what did he say? A. "Right now." 

Q. He said, "Right now’? A. Yes. 

Q. Was there any discussion about how many other people had 
signed? A. No. 

Q. Did he ask you any questions at all? A. No. 
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Q. As a matter of fact, he didn't say anything except "Right 
now,” isn’t that true? A. Right. 

Q. And after he wrote on this card he then turned around and 
left? A. Yes. 

. Were you alone or with Mr. Hardwick ? 

. Alone. 

. Who did he hand the cardto? A. To me. 

_ Did you say anything tohim? A. "Thank you." 
. Did he say anything to you? Az Nothing. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, at this time I request a short recess. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you. 

(A short recess was then taken.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I am going to object. to this card 
based on the fact that the writing on the signature line is completely 
illegible. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The only remark from such examination 
that I can make of it at the moment is from the examination that I 
have made of it, it certainly doesn't look like Ed Walton. I don't know 
what it looks like. It doesn't look like a name but the witness testified 
that this is what Mr. Walton wrote when he was asked to sign the card 
and that may well be Ed Walton's signature. However, I will have to 
give considerable consideration to the question of whether you count 
a card where the alleged signature does not look at all like Ed Walton. 


Iam overruling that objection and I am receiving it in evidence 


put I will expect you to address yourself in your brief to me on that. 
MR. SIEGEL: All right, Mr. Examiner, I understand the nature 


of your ruling. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-65, was 
received in evidence.) 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Let's talk about Theresa Gentile. General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 45. What does that language mean signed by 
Benny ? : 

MR. BROWN: I object to that. It is part — not part of the evi- 
dence. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Maybe Mr. Cooper did this. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You have any reason to know why he would 
write signed by Benny on this ? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

A. I don't know. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Isn't it true that on a number of those cards 
signed by Benny was writtenin? A. I— 

MR. BROWN: If the witness knows. 

MR. SIEGEL: If he knows, I agree. 

THE WITNESS: I don't. know. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) All right. You testified that Mrs. Gentile 
signed in the cutting room? A. She did. 

Q. She is a sorter. Isn't it true that the cutting room is ina 
separate building? A. At that time they were there. | 

Q. At the time it was not ina separate building? A. The 
sorting department was in the cutting room. 

Q. What happened to the sorting room? A. They changed it. 

Q. The cutting room is all alone in a separate building? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Isee. So, at the time, Mrs. Gentile was in the same gen- 
eral area with you? A. Yes. 

Q. What time of day did she sign this card? A. I didn't re- 
call exactly. 


Q. Inthe morning or the afternoon? A. The noon hour. 
Q. The noon hour? A. Yes. 
Q. Who else was around when she signed the card? A. Modes- 


tino Famiglietti. 


252 


Q. Who spoke to her about signing the card?. A..Idid. 

Q. What did you tell her? A. That we were trying to organ- 
ize the shop. 

Q. That's all? A. That's-all.. 

Q. And what did she say, Fine, where do Isign"? A. She 
asked me a few other questions. 

Q. So you did talk to her. What did she ask you? Did she ask 
you about an election? A. No. 

Q. What did she ask you about? A. She said, "What do you 
mean organize’? And I told her trying to get most of the people 
signed up. She said, "Why"? And I said, "So we can be represented 
by the union." 

Q. Did you tell her that you were working for the union? 

A. No, I didn't tell her I was working for the union people, no. 

Q. Did she ask you how many other people had already signed ? 
A. No. 

Q. Did she ask you whether or not she would have to pay any 
dues if she signed? A. No. 

Q. What other questions did she ask you? A. Not much. 

Q. Not much. What do you mean by not much. What were the 

not much questions that she asked you to put it your way? 
A. She asked me how long it would take and I said that I would not 
know and she was active in the campaign, too. 


Q. She was active inthe campaign? A. That's right. 

Q. She hadn't been active up to then? <A. After she signed 
the card she talked to people, too. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Stop volunteering. We are not interested 
in that right now. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How long did you talk to her about signing 
acard? A. About five minutes. 


Q. How long? A. Five minutes. 
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Q. Did Mr. Famiglietti say anything to her about signing a 
card? A. Idon't think so. ! 
Q. Was the shop working at that time? A. No. 
Q. Did she ask you any questions about the language on | the 
card? A. She can read. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, look, did she ask you any questions 
about the language on the card; yes or no? 
THE WITNESS: No. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Just answer the questions and please 
don't volunteer. ! 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she read the card? A. = 
Q. Inyour presence? A. Yes. ! 
Q. Did she ask you to explain any of the words on here? 
. No. 
Q. Did she ask Mr. Famiglietti? A. No. 
Q. Was there any discussion about when the union contract 
would go into effect? <A. No. 
Q. None whatsoever? A. No. 
Q. Didn't you explain to her what was going on? A. I said 
we needed the majority. | 
. Didn't she ask why? A. No. | 
. She didn't ask why? A. No. 
. That's all you said? A. That is all. 
. Did you talk to her about benefits ? 
- No. 


. Did you talk to her about a pay increase? A. No. 


. Did you talk to her about initiation fees? A. No. 
. You didn't explain to her about insurance or retirement or 
anything like that? A. No. 
Q. Now, how long did it take her to fill the card out? A. A 


couple of minutes. 
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Q. Did she make any mistakes on the card? A. I don't know; 
I don't remember. 

Q. You don't remember? A. No. 

Q. Isn't it true that she made a mistake and had to borrow an 
eraser? A. Idon't remember. 

Q. Is it possible that she did? A. I don't know. 

Q. Will you take a look at the line marked craft, marked in ink, 
erased and then written over? A. It looks like it is scratched out. 

MR. SIEGEL: Let the record show that I am showing the Exam- 
iner for his examination for a moment. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I have looked at it. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you about the meaning of the 
words "strictly confidential" on the card? A. No. 

Q. Did you explain to her what it meant? A. No. 

Q. Did she give you permission to give this card to the U. S. 
Government? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No, she didn't say nothing. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she discuss with you at all the question 
about who you had permission to give this cardto? A. No. 

Q. And she read the entire card? A. Yes. 

Q. Inyour presence? A. Yes. 


Q. Did she attend any union meetings before she signed the card 


at which you were present? A. Not before. 

Q. How many times before the day she signed had you asked her 
to sign the card? A. That day. 

Q. This was the first time ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The answer was yes? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sorry. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she sign more than one card for the 
union? A. No. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. Mr. Examiner, we are going to object 
to this card on the basis of our continuing objection both as to his 
competency and as to confidentiality of an agency relationship. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled and the card 
is received. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-45, was 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Fiamma, let's talk about Mary 
Petriccione, card No. General Counsel's forty-five. I show you the 
card and I ask you did you write the word Benny on the bottom of the 
card in ink? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You know who did? A. No. 

Q. What time of the evening did you visit Mrs. Petriccione ? 
A. In the afternoon. 

Q. Whattime? A. Four or four-thirty; I don't recall. 

Q. What day was that? A. I think it was Saturday. | 

Q. Who else was present when you talked with her? A. Her 
husband. : 

Q. Where did you talk with them in the house? A. Inthe . 
kitchen. 

Q. Inthe kitchen. Was anybody else with you at that time? 

A. No. 


Q. What did you tell her? A. We were trying to organize the 


shop. 
Q. What else did you tell her; tell us everything that you said? 
A. She told me that she knows all about it, she heard all about it. 
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Q. What did she tell you she heard? A. That the union was 
trying to organize the shop. 

Q. Did you tell her you were working for the union organizers ? 
A. I didn't tell her I was working for them; I said I.was. helping them. 

Q. Did you tell her that you were helping them? A. Yes. 

Q. Did she ask you any questions ? <A. No. 

Q. Not one question? A. No. 

MR. SIEGEL: If I may have a moment. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Fiamma, was this card dated on 
the same day it was signed? A. Yes. 

Q. Who dated it? A. May I see the card? 

Q. You don't remember without seeing the card? <A. I don't 
know whether she signed the whole thing or not. I dated it, I put craft, 
Hartford and 10/30/66. 

Q. When did you date it? A. That day. 

Q. In the presence of Mrs. Petriccione? A. Yes. 

Q. Did she ask you at that time how many other people had al- 
ready signed? A. No. 

Q. She did not? A. I told you she knew everything about it; 
she said her sister told her. 

Q. Who's her sister? 

A. Theresa Gentile. 


Q. Isee. Her sister signed a month prior, isn't that true; her 


sister signed on September 26th as you testified a few minutes ago? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, she was signing on October 30th and she said she knew 
all about it? A. That's right. 

Q. She didn't ask you any questions? A. That's right. 

Q. You just put the card — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He just said that's right to the entire string 
of questions. 


MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

@. (By Mr. Siegel) You just put the card in front of her? 
A. Right. 

Q. Did you discuss the dues or initiation fee with her? 
A. Nothing. 

Q. Isn't it true this woman wrote a letter to the union and asked 
for her card back? 

MR. BROWN: Objection, unless the witness knows. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You know if the witness or the woman asked 
asked for her card back? A. No, I do not. 

Q. You know if this woman can read English? A. Yes. 

Q. Did she read the card in your presence? A. Yes. 

Q. Did she ask you to explain the card to her? A. No. 

Q. Did you offer to explain it to her? A. I told you she said 
she knows everything about it. ! 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you offer to explain the card? 

THE WITNESS: No. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she attend any meetings before she 
signed? A. No. | 
Q. Did you ask her to sign a card in Italian? A. In American. 
Q. InEnglish? A. Yes. 
Q. How many times did you visit her about signing a card? 
A. Once. 


Q. She was — you testified that Mrs. Gentile was helping you 
sign cards, sign people up, isn't that true? A. That's right. 

Q. How come you went to her sister and asked her to sign a 
card a month later? A. I didn't get a chance before. 

Q. Why didn't her sister — you know why her sister didn't ask 
her to sign? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you explain the meaning of the words 


"strictly confidential" to Mrs. Petriccione? <A. No. 

Q. Did you ever discuss permission for you to give this card 
to anybody else? A. No. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we object to this, to the receipt 
of this card in evidence on the basis of our two continuous objections. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Overruled, and General Coun- 
sel's Exhibit No. 54 is received. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-54, was 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, directing your attention to the card 
of Sebastiana Chimirri, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 53. What time 
of the day or night did you visit her? A. It was during the day. 

Q. What time? A. Eleven or twleve o'clock. 

Q. What day of the week was it? 

A. Saturday. 

Q. Isee. All right. What part of this card — what? <A. Iam 
pretty sure it was Saturday, either Saturday or Sunday, either one. 

Q. Well, now — 

MR. BROWN: Mr. Examiner, what difference does it make; 
the card speaks for itself. 

MR. SIEGEL: I think it makes a big difference, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, whether it was Saturday or Sunday 
it is nothing to argue about. 

THE WITNESS: I don't recall if it was Saturday or Sunday. 

It was one of those days, either Saturday or Sunday. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You are pretty sure you visited Mrs. Petric- 
cione ona Saturday? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Now, take a look at Mrs. Chimirri's card? 

A. Yes. 
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. And did you fill out the date on that card? A. Yes, I did. 
. All right. When did you fill the date in? A. That day. 
. Pardon me? 
. 10/30/66. 
. All right. Did you visit her the same day that you visited 
Mrs. Petriccione? 
MR. BROWN: I presume that counsel is not resting credibility 
on whether the 30th was a Saturday or a Sunday because if he is, I fear 
we are wasting a lot of time here. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I am afraid that we are wasting time on this. 
MR. SIEGEL: May I be heard? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, first of all I object to General 
Counsel's statement. : 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Let's get to the case; your feelings aren't 
being hurt. 
MR. SIEGEL: It is not a question of feelings, Mr. Exansiner: 
You are being asked to accept these cards as genuine. We feel that 
we are entitled to request or question rather the validity of the cards 


and if we think, for example, that the witness is able to recall certain 


matters with extreme clarity and others with some degree of difficulty, 


it bears upon the weight you will accord his testimony. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I should think so. 

MR. SIEGEL: And, therefore — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But, you — 

MR. SIEGEL: I am trying to keep to the matter germane to the 
cards and not to other matters. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, we already have testimony of the wit- 
ness that he doesn't recall whether he saw Mrs. Chimirri on Saturday 
or Sunday and that he saw Mrs. Petriccione on Saturday and I know that 
the dates on each card are the same — October 30th. This is argument 
to me. 
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MR. SIEGEL: October 30th is a Sunday. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't know. You don't have to ask him 
if it is either. 

MR. SIEGEL: I ask you to take official notice that October 30th 
is a Sunday. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I will consult a calendar and determine that. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, why didn't this woman fill in the entire 
card, Mr. Fiamma? A. Her son filled in part of it. 

Q. I didn't ask you that question. I asked you why didn't she fill 
in the entire card or anything above the signature line? A. I don't 
know. Her son was there and she asked him to do it. 

Q. Did you tell her anything that caused her to have someone 

else fillitin? A. I didn't tell her nothing; she asked him. 

Q. Does this woman read English? A. No. 

Q. Did she read this card in your presence? A. Her son did. 

Q. Her son did. You didn't tell us that on direct. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, all right. If he didn't, you don't have 
to keep telling him about that. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How old is her son? A. Twenty-two. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Did the son read it aloud in English? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) He read it to himself? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And then, you said sign it and she signed it? A. Ididn't 


say nothing. He explained the card to her. 

Q. In English or in Italian? A. In Italian. 

Q. What did you say about the card? A. Nothing. 

Q. You didn't say one word about that card? <A. Nothing. 

Q. Did you say anything at all when you were there? A. She 
knew why I was there. 

Q. How did she know? A. She knows about talk in the shop. 
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Q. Well, you know this woman. You have been there before, 
isn't that true? A. Yes. | 

Q. This wasn't the first time you had come over to the house ? 
A. True. 

Q. And as a matter of fact, you had been over merck on occasions 
before the union drive even started, isn't this true? A. Right. 

Q. So it is your testimony that you just arrived at the door, 
walked in, and she knew right away what you wanted, is i your 
testimony? A. She knew I was there for the union card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you tell her you were there for that 
or didn't you tell her? 

THE WITNESS: I told her. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You didtellher? A. Yes. 

Q. You testified a minute ago you didn't say anything about the 
union and that was incorrect, is that true? A. Well, it was reading 
the card I didn't say nothing. | 

Q. While she was reading the card you didn't say nothing ? 

A. Yes, he. 

Q. While he was reading the card you didn't say anything. Did 
the son ask you any questions? A. No, he is a union man himself, 

a member. | 
. Did he tell you that at the time? A. I know. 
_ Didhe tell you? A. He told me before that time. 
_ He didn't work at the shop, did he? A. No. 
. Where does he work? A. Royal Typewriter. 


. Did anyone there ask you any questions about the meaning 
of the words "strictly confidential"? A. No. 
Q. Was there any discussion about giving you pecmiaeion to show 


this card to anyone else? A. No. | 
Q. Did you promise her that it would not be shown to anyone else ? 
A. No. 
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. Did she ask you if anybody else had signed? <A. No. 

. Did the son ask you if anybody else had signed? A. No. 

. What's the son's name? A. Mario. 

. Pardonme? A. Mario Chimirri. 

. If the son was there, Mr. Fiamma, and if he filled out part 
of the card, what stopped him from filling out the rest of the card? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. Do you know why he didn't fill 
it out ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: State why. 

THE WITNESS: The phone rang and he gave it to me and said 
for me to finish it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) He didn't say, wait a minute? A. No. 

Q. You were ina rush to get out of there? A. No, I was not 
jn a rush because I had coffee after that. 

Q. You had coffee with the son? A. And her, too. 

Q. Why didn't you fill in the city; it is left blank? A. I for- 
got it. 

Q. You forgot. Do you know why the word Benny is written on 
that card, too? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

A. I don't know. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It has not been offered by you as any part 
of evidence and he asked the witness why Benny is there and maybe 
it has some particular significance to this witness. 

MR. BROWN: It is part — not been made part of the record 
and I fail to see — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, it is before him; it is there. 

MR. BROWN: We except. 


263 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Maybe he wants to make it part of the record. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we object to this card on the basis 
of the two continuing objections that we have on the record. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The objection is overruled and 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 53 for identification is received in evi- 
dence. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-53, was 
received in evidence.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: We will recess at this time until two o'clock. 
(Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the hearing was recessed to 
reconvene at 2:00 o'clock.) 
AFTERNOON SESSION 
2:00 o'clock p.m.) 
TRIAL EXAMINER WILSON: On the record. Mr. Fiamma, will 
you come back to the stand. 
(Witness Fiamma resumed the stand.) 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, let's talk about the card of 
Rachel Santoro, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 61.. What time of the 
day would you say you visited Mrs. Santoro to sign this card? 


A. I don't recall exactly; it was at nighttime. 


Q. It was at night? Was it early or late? A. Early. 


Q. Who was with you? A. Lou Greca. 

@Q. And what part of the card did you fillin? A. I don't re- 
member. Show me the card and I will tell you. 

Q. You don't remember? 

MR. BROWN: He said to show him the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Stop arguing, gentlemen. 

MR. SIEGEL: Iam not arguing with anybody. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, please don't even argue with me; just 
go ahead with the case. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right, Mr. Examiner. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Looking at the card, Mr.. Fiamma, what part 

did she fillin? A. I filled in Marie Phillips and eighteen Chest- 
nut Street. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who filled that in? 

THE WITNESS: I did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Who filled in operator? 

THE WITNESS: I did. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You testified this morning that she filled in 
operator, didn't you? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The record will speak for itself, sir. 

A. I don't remember. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You don't remember. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He doesn't remember what he testified to 
this morning; now get to something else. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Well, do you now recognize your handwrit- 
ing as — on this card as to the words O.P.? A. Right. 

Q. Isee. What room of the house were you in when you talked 
toher? A. Idon't recall. 

Q. Did you explain the card to her? A. No. 

Q. You said nothing? A. Nothing. 

Q. Absolutely nothing? A. No. 

Q. All right. So you walked in the door, put the card in front 
of Mrs. Santoro, and said absolutely nothing and she signed it, is that 
your testimony? A. That is right. 

Q. Didn't she ask you any questions before she signed, Mr. 
Fiamma? A. She did. 

. But you didn't answer her? A. Yes, I did. 
. Oh, you answered her? A. Yes. 

. Before she signed the card? A. Yes. 

. So you did say something ? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: There is an obvious contradiction. He said 
he said nothing and she asked questions and he answered them, and I 
am not a jury and you don't have to belabor it. I have got it. 
MR. SIEGEL: I know that you have, Mr. Examiner. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What questions did she ask you? (A. I 
have been waiting for you. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What else? 
THE WITNESS: She said, "I have been waiting for you fora 
couple of days." I told her I didn't get a chance to get there before. 
(By Mr. Siegel) Whatelse? A. That's all. 
. She didn't ask you anything else? A. No. 
. Nothing about how many people had signed? A. No. 
. Did she ask you anything about union dues or initiation fee? 


. Did she ask you about any of the language on the card? 


. Did she read the card? A. Yes, sir. 

. InIitalian? A. Yes. 

. Did she ask you to explain any of the words on the card? 
A. She already knew. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Look, did she ask you to explain any of 
the words on the card, yes or no? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Didn't you explain to her something along 
the following lines: "We are trying to get the union in the shop and 
we need a majority of the people to sign up, and once the majority 

sign up we will then go to the employer and ask for recognition 
and have a contract signed." You never made a statement like that? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you ever hear a staterrent like that by anybody from 
the union? A. Yes. 

Q. From whom? A. I don't recall from whom. 
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Q. From Mr. Appel? <A. Maybe. 

Q. Doesn't that sound like Mr. Appel's statement? A. Not 
necessarily. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Stick with the Voir Dire. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you say anything about when the union 
contract would go into effect when she signed the card? A. No. 

Q. Was her husband present? A. Yes. 

Q. Did he ask any questions? A. He's a union member and 
he knows all about it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Look did he ask any questions ? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just answer the questions that are put 

to you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did he read the card? A. I don't remember. 

Q. Did Mr. and Mrs. Santoro ask you to leave the room before 
they discussed the card, before she signed it? A. No. 

Q. Did they discuss the card in front of you? A. No. 


Q. Did you explain the meaning of the word "Secrete" appear- 
ing at the bottom of the card? A. No, I didn't. 
Q. Now, you have testified here on cross examination that Mrs. 


Santoro said, "I have been waiting for you." 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You mean Voir Dire. 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) This was the first time and the only time 
you went to see her about the card, isn't that true? A. Yes. 

Q. Isee. Okay. Is the word Benny appear on this card at the 
bottom? <A. Now? 

Q. Yes? A. Not then. 

Q. You didn't write it in your handwriting? A. No. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And isn't it also true that there is another 
word on this card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Revisited is also there. Does that mean 
that you visited her again? : 

THE WITNESS: No, I didn't. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You know who wrote that in? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. You have a continuing objec- 
tion to the reference to what is written at the bottom of these cards. 
It is understood that the writing at the bottom of these cards is not 
a part of the exhibit as offered. 

MR. BROWN: Thus, Your Honor, beyond the scope of direct. 

MR. SIEGEL: We may move at the close of the examination 
that all the writing at the bottom — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Let's not go into it now. I may give some 
consideration to it when we get to it but in the meantime, why don't 


you continue with your examination and I will overrule the objection. 


You are ahead of the game. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Is it your testimony, Mr. Fiamma, that 
you only visited this woman the one time to get her to sign? 

MR. BROWN: Objection, asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How many cards did you ask her’ to sign? 
A. One. 

Q. And did you bring that card with you that night ? | A. Yes. 

Q. Didn't you have any English cards with you? <A. Maybe 
I did. 

Q. Didyou? A. Yes, I guess so. 
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Q. Why didn't you give her an English card? A. Because she 
is an Italian lady. 

Q. There were other Italian ladies besides Mrs. Santoro that 
you gave English cards to sign? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I don't remember. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you speak in English or Italian to her 
while you were there? A. Italian. 

Q. Did you mention anything about an election at the plant? 
A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Did you mention anything about the question of dues or initia- 
tion fee or about whether or not — don't shake your head? A. No, I 
didn't. 

Q. Was there any discussion about a pay raise? A. No. 


Q. Did you discuss with her the union benefits ? A. No,I 
didn't. 
Q. What 'did you tell this woman about the union to get her to 


sign? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. It assumes that he told her 
something. 

MR. SIEGEL: I will rephrase it, excuse me. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Before she signed — Iam interrupting 
you and you have my apology and Iam not looking for yours — before 
she signed this card did you not tell her anything about the union ? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir; I didn't. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you tell her husband anything about the 
union? 

A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Did she ask you if anybody else had signed? A. No. 
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Q. Did you tell her, volunteer and tell her how many people 
had signed? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her that you were going to show the card to 
anybody else ? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

MR. BROWN: May I have a continuing objection? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have got the continuing objection. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Pardonme? A. No. 

Q. Did she know that the employer has been shown this card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: My objection is sustained. : 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was anybody else from the union with you 
that night? A. No. 

Q. All right. Did you — this woman ever attend any meetings 
before she signed the card? A. No. 

Q. And you only went to her house that one time and asked her 
to sign? : 

MR. BROWN: Objection, asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. One time. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) All right. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we object to this card, = admis- 
sibility of this card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the basis of the continuing objections. 

MR. SIEGEL: Continuing objections A and B previously set 
forth. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. They will be overruled and it 


is received in evidence. 


(Whe reupon, the document above- 
referred to, heretofore marked 
GC-61, was received in evidence.) 


| 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, let's talk about number forty-seven, 
Mr. Fiamma, that is the card of Ortilia Cerejo. You testified this 


is — this woman signed in the cutting room? A. Yes. 


Q. Allright. And that Mr. Appel filled in the word Marie 
Phillips on it? 

MR. BROWN: Objection on two bases. One, the record speaks 
for itself and, two, the witness should be shown the card to testify 

intelligently about it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: If the witness doesn't recall I don't want 
to find out from the witness what he testified to; the record will speak 
for itself. If you want to ask him — 

MR. SIEGEL: I don't want to be accused of just popping a ques- 
tion out of left field and saying this is what you testified to three hours 
ago. Lam stating what I have in my notes and I want to ask him about it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm sure this is what you believe he testified 
to but don't ask him if he did so testify because the record will speak 
for itself. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You testified, Mr. Fiamma, that Mr. Appel 
filled in Marie Phillips on that card. Where did he fill it in, what 
place, where was he when he filled itin? A. I believe it was at my 
house. 

Q. On what date? A. I couldn't tell you exactly; a day later 
or two days. At the most a week later, possibly. 

Q. How can you be sure it was a day later? A. Iused to see 
those guys every night; let's put it that way. 

Q. At your house every night? A. Well, every night, every 
other night. 

Q. In other words, they would come over to your house after 

you went around to solicit cards, to collect the cards? A. Or 
I would call them. 

Q. What time did you visit Mrs. Cerejo? A. I didn't visit her. 
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Q. Forgive me. Who else was present in the cutting room when 
you talked with her about signing a card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who was present at the time she signed the 
card near enough to engage in the conversation or see the witness sign- 
ing. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who else was present when she “ 

A. Tommy Spada, S-p-a-d-a. 


Q. And where in the cutting room did this conversation with Mr. 
Spada and Mrs. Cerejo take place? A. The first table. 

Q. And were the sorting girls still in that part of the’ building 
at that time? A. Yes. : 

@. And what time of the day was it? A. It was sometime in 


the morning; I don't recall the time. 

Q. And did you speak to her about the card or did Mr. Spada? 
A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. What did youtell her? A. That we were trying'to organ- 
ize the shop and we need this card to be signed in order to go upstairs 
and see Mr. Rametta with the majority and she signed it. | 

Q. Didn't she ask you any questions? A. No, she read the 
card and she signed it. | 

Q. Did Mr. Spada tell her anything at that time? A. Idon't 
recall if he did. 

Q. Did she ask you whether or not other people had signed? 
A. I don't think so, no. 

Q. Didn't she ask you about when you would go upstairs or 
when the union would see Mr. Rametta? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her she would have to pay dues to the union if 
she signed the card? A. No. 

@. Did you talk to her about the pay raise? A. I i when 
the union would get in it would be better benefits, better wages, yes, 
I did. 
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Q. What did you tell her about that? A.--Adfter the union 
comes in and they sign a contract and Mr. Rametta agrees to it 
we get better benefits. 

Q. That would happen, you told her, after the majority had 
signed the cards, correct? A. Correct. 

Q. And then, she signed the eard? A. Right... 

Q. Did she read the card in your presence ? A. Yes, she 
did. 

Q. Did she ask you — strike that. Did you tell-her what the 
words "strictly confidential" meant, that the card would be held in 
strict confidence? A. No. 

Q. Did you promise that you would not reveal the card to any- 
one else? A. I didn't promise anything. 

Q. Ididn't ask you that. A. No. 

Q. Did she give you permission to show the card to anybody 
else? A. She gave me the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Look, answer the question specifically; 
did she give you permission to show the card to anybody else? 

THE WITNESS: What do you mean? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she ask you not to show the card to 
anybody else ? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you tell her that you were working 
for the union organizers? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That assumes a fact not in evidence. 
You have been asking that question time after time. 

MR. SIEGEL: I will withdraw it and rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you tell her that the union organizers 
had asked you to go around and sign people up? A. I said, "Tam 
helping the union.” 


Q. You said you were helping the union? A. Yes. 
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Q. Did she ask you any questions about what you meant by 


that statement that you were helping? <A. No. 

Q. You didn't tell her that you were doing this at the request 
of Mr. Appel and Mr. Shindler, did you? A. Ne. ! 

Q. As a matter of fact, didn't — you didn't tell any of the em- 
ployees about that, did you? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her that you wanted her — strike that. Did 
you tell her that you wanted her to sign a card as a personal favor 
to you? A. No. ! 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of the employees that you signed up, did 
you speak to any of them about initiation fees ? 

THE WITNESS: A few. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Of any of the AES you 
signed up, did you speak to any of them about dues ? 

THE WITNESS: A few asked. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Of the employee that 5 you 
signed up, did you speak to any of them about "strictly confidential” 
or about the cards being held in confidence ? 

THE WITNESS: I don't recall. I don't think so. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of the employees that you signed up, 
did you tell any of them that a majority or most of the employees 
had already signed up for the union? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you, Mr. Examiner. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How long was the discussion with Mrs. 
Cerejo and Mr. Spada? A. A few minutes. 

Q. And did she sign the card right there or did she take it 
home? A. She signed it right there. 

Q. Did anybody else join the three of you? <A. No. 

’ Q. This was right out in the shop in the open, wasn't it? 
A. Yes. | 


Q. That's your testimony ? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, he has just-given it to you. You 


don’t have to do that, counsel. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you-see Mrs. Cerejo read this card 


in your presence ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did she ask you to read any part of the card to her? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you ever ask her to signa card before this? A. No. 

Q. Two other questions. Can you explain the writing on the 
bottom part of the card signed by Benny? A. No. 

Q. Can you explain the numeral three in the circle at the bot- 
tom part of the card? A. No. 

Q. Why didn't you fill in the part employed by Marie Phillips? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You testified that you only filled in craft 
and that Mr. Appel filled in Marie Phillips; why didn't you, since you 
were filling in the craft, why didn't you also fill in the other blanks 
on the card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. I forgot it or I didn't see it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) It is on the same line 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You are arguing with the witness. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Fiamma, I want you to look at this 
card very carefully and — 

MR. BROWN: Which card? 

MR. SIEGEL: Number forty-seven. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Look at the line that says craft. Now, you 
have testified that you filled that word in or that blank space in ink, is 
that correct? A. That is right. 
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Q. And it is also your testimony that all of the handwriting on 


the card marked General Counsel's Exhibit Ne. 44 — your card — 

MR. BROWN: I object to the question. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor is going to allow this? . 

TRIAL EXAMINER: : Iam going to permit him perhaps to com- 
pare handwriting or something of this sort. Your objection is over- 
ruled. We are not getting into the admissibility of forty-four, we are 
doing something else and it is obvious to me what is being done. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) It is your testimony that all of the handwrit- 
ing on the card marked General Counsel's Exhibit No. 44, the card of 
Benny Fiama, is in your handwriting, is that correct? A. ‘That is 
right. : 

Q. All right. 

MR. SIEGEL: May the record show that I am asking te Exam- 
iner to examine the two cards. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They are examined. One is script and the 
other is printed. Forty-four is printed and — 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, with reference to the printing on oth cards, 
the comparison of printing on both cards. 

MR. BROWN: That is not what was said. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I have examined them, proceed. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, looking at both cards side by side, and 
this is the last question, Mr. Fiamma, looking at the printing on card 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 47, which is Cerejo, and the printing on 
your card, which is General Counsel's Exhibit No. 44, is it your testi- 
mony that the printing appearing on both cards, the pre in ink ap- 
pearing on both cards is in your handwriting ? 

MR. BROWN: I ask the witness not to answer. The Respondent 
already got the answer from the witness and Respondent now wishes to 
make a comparison and he knows the correct way to do it and it is not 
through this witness. : 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. It is my handwriting. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Okay. Thank you. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we object to the admissibility of 
the card marked General Counsel's Exhibit No. 47 on the basis of our 

continuing objections A and B- 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The objection is noted already 
and forty-seven for identification is received into evidence. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-47, was 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Let's talk about the card of Iuseppina 
Tiralongo, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 62. Didn't Mrs. Tiralongo 
fill in this card in her own handwriting ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. 

A. She signed it. 

MR. BROWN: The same question was asked and you said, sir — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is overruled now. 

THE WITNESS: She asked me to finish it, she signed it and she 
asked me to finish it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Where did she sign it? A. In her home. 

Q. What time of the day? A. About 7:00 or 7:30. I can't re- 
call exactly. 

Q. Who else was with you? A. Lou Greca. 

Q. Was anybody else with Mrs. Tiralongo at the time you spoke 

to her about the card? A. Her daughter and her husband. 


Q. Did you have any discussion with her about signing the card? 


A. I explained 'to her the card and she read it and she signed it. 

Q. All right. What did you tell her about the card? A. Tam 
trying to organize the shop to get the majority in order to go upstairs 
and bargain. 
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Q. Did you explain or did she ask you what you meant by 
going upstairs and bargaining? A. She did: 

Q. All right. What did you tell her? . A.. We have got to 
have the majority. : 

. Did she ask you to explain the word majerity?. A. No. 
. Did she ask you if anyone else had signed a card? | A. No. 
. Did you talk with her about union dues? A.. No. 
. Did you talk to her about union initiation fees? A. No. 
. Was there any discussion of a raise in pay for her? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Allright. Did you tell her that after the union — strike that. 

Did you tell her that after Mr. Rametta recognized the union she 
would get a pay increase? A. Yes. ! 

Q. And then, she signed the card? A. We talked a little longer. 

Q. All right. What else did you talk about before she signed the 
card? A. We would get a better benefit, better insurance. 

Q. Did you show her a booklet of any kind about insurance? 

A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: As I understand it, you told this particular 
person, Mrs. Tiralongo, that if Mr. Rametta recognized the union as 
the majority representative that the employees would get an increase 
in benefits ? 3 

THE WITNESS: They would start getting benefits after Mr. 
Rametta agreed to the contract. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you what would happen if he 


didn't agree to the contract? A. No. 

Q. As a matter of fact, you told her he would sign the ‘contract 
after the union went upstairs with a majority, isn't that true 2s: ANNO: 
it isn't. | 

Q. You told her she would have to sign in order for the union to 
go upstairs to Mr. Rametta ? 
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1321 A. I didn't tell her she had to sign, I said, "The more we get 
the better it is.” 
Q. Did she ask you what you meant by that? A. No, she didn't. 
Q. How many times did you visit Mrs. Tiralongo before she 
signed the card? A. Once. 
Q. This was the first and only time? A. That is right. 


Q. Did she attend any meetings? <A. No. 

Q. You didn't have to revisit her? <A. No. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled.- 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You know if anyone else from the union 
visited her and asked her to signacard? A. I don't know. 

Q. Did you tell her at that time you were soliciting cards at 
the request of Mr. Appel and Mr. Shindler? A. No. 

Q. Did you discuss with her the meaning of the word "Secrete” 
appearing on the card? A. No. 

Q. Did you give — did she give you specific permission to show 

this card to anybody else? A. No. 

Q. Did you promise her that the card would be kept secret? 
A. No. 

Q. Did she ask the meaning of the words "contratti collettivi" 
appearing onthe card? A. No. 

Q. Did she ever sign more than one card, Mr. Fiamma? A. No. 

Q. Mr. 'Greca was there with you, you testified; did he say any- 
thing? A. Idon't recall. 

Q. Did you visit Mrs. Tiralongo before or after you visited Mrs. 
Santoro that night? A. I don't remember. 

MR. BROWN: I object. Has it been established that he visited 
Santoro on the same night? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't know. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you visit Mrs. Santoro the same night 
that you visited Mrs. Tiralongo? A. Idon't remember. 


Q. You don't remember? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He said that and you don't have to repeat it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Fiamma — 

MR. JACOBSON: I find the way Respondent's counsel is carrying 
on his Voir Dire to be objectionable. I find it distracting .to\Mr. Fiamma 
and also distracting to the attorneys. If he wants to sit,.let-him sit, and 
if he wants to stand, let him, but he doesn't have to rock and move around. 

MR. SIEGEL: Iam sorry, Mr. Examiner. I am very tired and I 
am not well and I don't want to ask for any postponement, but when I get 
tired I want to sit down and I don't think it is distracting to the witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have my sympathy for your ill health, 
but I would suggest that you not rock back and forth in the chair. You 
may, of course, be seated while you are examining. : 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, you recall quite clearly what 
happened at Mrs. Santoro's and quite clearly what happened at Mrs. 
Tiralongo's — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But he can't answer whether he s saw them 
both on the same night. Now, we have got that in the record and you 
don't have to ask him again about that. 

MR. SIEGEL: I am just finding it strange, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think you should address your argument 
to me at the proper time that this testimony is not this or that or 
something else because, et cetera. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, was there any discussion atout NLRB 

gelection at that time? A. No. 

Q. Was there any discussion about the — strike that. ‘Did Mrs. 
Tiralongo attend any union meetings before she signed the card? 

A. No. 


Q. Did you ever talk to her in the shop about signing a card ? 
A. No. 
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Q. Where did she get the card that she signed that night ? 
A. From me. 

Q. Did you have an English card with you? A. Maybe. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Maybe. I had all kinds of cards.. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What kind did you have besides English 
and Italian? A. English and Italian. 

Q. It is your testimony that you filled in the rest of the card 
for her? A. She asked me to. 


Q. Isee. Do you recall her dating the card in your presence? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What did you do with the card after you got it? A. I took 


Q. Where? A. What do you mean? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you give it to anybody ? 

THE WITNESS: Ata later date I gave it to Mr. Shindler or Mr. 
Appel. 

MR. SIEGEL: Ali right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) The last question, Mr. Fiamma, on this 
card, did you mean — explain the meaning — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Which card? 

MR. SIEGEL: General Counsel's Exhibit sixty-two, the one we 
are talking about. Can you explain why the word Benny is written on 
there ? 

THE WITNESS: No, I can't. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Were you keeping a check list of the number 
of cards you were signing up at home? A. No. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. Mr. Examiner, I object to the introduc- 
tion of this card on the basis that we have previously mentioned — our 
continuing objections. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. They have been ruled upon and 


the card is received in evidence. 
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(The document above- ceteeten to 
was heretofore marked GC-62 
and received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Let's talk about card number forty-six, Mr. 
Hardwick. Where was Mr. Hardwick's card signed? A. Inthe cut- 


ting room. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was he a cutter? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What was he? 

THE WITNESS: He is a shipper and receives. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What time of day was — did he sign? 
A. I recall it was in the morning. 

Q. Inthe morning? A. Yes. | 

Q. Would you tell us who was there? A. I don't know; I don't 
remember. 

Q. Anybody else besides you and Mr. Hardwick? A. Not in 
the same spot. Everybody was maybe ten feet away or twenty feet 
away from where we were. 

Q. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Hardwick? A. Some. 

Q. What was the conversation about? A. Trying to organize the 
shop. | 

Q. What did you tell him? A. Trying to organize the! shop. 

Q. What? : 

MR. BROWN: He answered the question three times, wre. and 
lask that he stop asking him this again and again. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we have a problem with this witness. 
He said trying to organize the shop and I think I am entitled ask him 
what else was said. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just tell us the entire conversation 

THE WITNESS: We are trying to organize the shop and he said, 
"It ig about time.” He said, "Give me about fifty cards.” 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you give him fifty cards? A. Maybe 
more. 

Q. Did he ask you whether he would get a raise if he signed? 
A. He didn't ask me nothing. 

Q. Did you talk to thim about dues or initiation fees? A. No. 

Q. Did you talk to him about union contract? <A. No. 

Q. Did you talk to him about the question of recognition? 

. No. 
. How long did you talktohim? A. A couple of minutes. 
_ You didn't have to explain much, did you? A. No. 

Q. He just grabbed the card and said, "Where do I sign'’? 
A. He signed it and he said, "Give me some more." 

Q. Did Mr. Hardwick read the card? A. He sure did. 

Q. Do you know if Mr. Hardwick can read English? <A. He 
knows how to read. 

Q. Ididn't ask youthat. A. Yes. 

Q. Your testimony is that he can read? A. Yes. 

Q. You know he can read. Did he ask you to explain what the 
meaning of the words "collective bargaining" was ? A. No. 

Q. Did he ever ask you for his card back? <A. No. 


Q. Did he attend any union meetings before he signed? A. No. 
Q. Who filled in the rest of the card? A. I did. 
Q. Well; how did you know where to fill in address and his phone 


number? A.' I didn't fill in his address and phone number. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I thought you filled in the rest of the card? 

THE WITNESS: I filled in part of it, Marie Phillips. 

MR. BROWN: The card speaks for itself. I object to this con- 
tinuous attempt to confuse the witness. We are dealing here with cards 
which obviously are dated in September and we are now much longer 
away than September and I object to this attempt to confuse the witness. 
I consider it to be highly improper. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. Show him the card. 


283 


THE WITNESS: Craft, Hartford and Marie Phillips. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) This morning you testified that Hardwick 
signed his name and the date and that's all, so that your testimony 
now is that you only filled in craft, Marie Phillips and Hartford? 

MR. BROWN: The record will speak for itself. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. I don't remember. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Take a look at the card. A. I just told 
you what I filled out. 

Q. All right. How did you know this morning and you don't re- 
member this afternoon. You were very positive this morning what 
you filled out when you were asked that question by Mr. Brown on 
direct examination. A. I don't remember. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Let's go to the next question, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there anybody else present when Mr. 
Hardwick signed the card? 

A. No. 

Q. Did you — did he ask you any questions before he signed 
the card? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell him anything about the fact that most of the 
people had signed up? A. No. 


Q. Did you tell him anything about union dues or initiation 
fees? <A. No. 

@. Did you tell him he would get a pay raise when he signed 
the card? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell him when he would get a pay raise? A. No. 


Q. Did you ever ask him to sign another card? A. No, I 
don't think so, no. 

Q. You don't think so? A. No. 

Q. You ever ask any employee to sign another card? A. No. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. Mr. Examiner, we object to the intro- 
duction of — excuse me, before I make my objection. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mr. Hardwick authorize you to reveal 
that he had signed this card to anyone else 2 

A. No, he just handed it to me. 

Q. After he read it? A. After he read it and signed it and 
everything. Q. All right. 

MR. SIEGEL: We would object to the admissibility of the card, 
Mr. Examiner, on the basis of our two continuing grounds of objec- 
tions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You have got the ruling and I 
will receive the card. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-46, was 
received in evidence.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You want a break at this time 2 
MR. BROWN: Yes, sir. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
(A short recess was taken.) 
TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, let's talk about Mrs. Rose 
Famiglietti, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 66 for identification. 


She is the sister of Modestino Famiglietti? A. Cousin. 


Q. Mrs. 'Modestino Famiglietti was active with you and going 


around and talking with employees at the job, isn't that true ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mrs. Famiglietti ever go with you to 
try and get employees to sign cards? A. Some. 

Q. And her cousin had been working at the shop for a number 
of years, isn't this true? A. No. 

Q. You know when she first came to work at the shop? 
A. She wasn't working there too long — two, three, four, five months, 


I can't recall exactly. 
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Q. And would you tell us what time of the day or evening it was 


that she signed this card? A. It was during the day; I don't recall 
the time. 

Q. During the day? A. Yes. 

Q. You are sure. And who was there when she meal the card? 
A. Her husband. 

Q. Anybody else? A. No. 

Q. Did you have anybody with you? A. No. 


| 


Q. All right. You have a conversation with her at that time ? 
A. Ihad a conversation with him. 

Q. You didn't say a wordtoher? A. No. 

Q. What did you talk with Mr. Famiglietti about? A. About 
the union. | 

Q. What did youtellhim? A. We were trying to costes 
the shop. 

Q. Tell us the whole thing, everything that you said to him 
about this? A. We were trying to organize the shop and we needed 
a majority of the people and he said, "I know, a couple of years ago 
we did this in our shop the same way." 

Q. Did he tell you where? A. The Stop & Shop, I don't know. 

Q. You tell him anything else about it? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell him that you wanted the card to be able to go to 
Mr. Rametta or that the union could go to Mr. Rametta? A. I told 
him we need the majority, yes. | 

Q. And that if she signed the card, if his wife signed the card, 
that this would help the union towards getting a majority, is that true ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. By the way, Mr. Fiamma, you had been active with the union 
in signing up these cards this whole period of time, isn't this true, 

during the entire campaign? A. Yes. 

Q. You were in close contact, almost day-to-day basis, with 
Mr. Appei and Mr. Shindler? A. Yes. 
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Q. Allright. Now, getting back to Mrs. Famiglietti's card, 
did Mr. Famiglietti ask you any questions about how many people 
had signed? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell him that a majority of the people had signed? 
A. No. 

Q. You are sure that you didn't tell him a majority of the 
people had already signed? <A. Iam sure. 

Q. You are sure. Now, think carefully. 

MR. BROWN: I object. He has asked it twice. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You testified that her husband filled out 
the rest of the card? A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: May I have a moment, Mr. Examiner ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did he fill out the entire card in your 


presence ? 

MR. BROWN: I object, unless the witness knows without see- 
ing the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mr. Famiglietti fill out the entire 
card in your presence? A. I was just going to ask for the card, 
I can't remember. 

Q. I'msorry. A. No, he didn't. 

Q. What parts did he not fill out in your presence? 

A. Phone, Connecticut and Marie Phillips. 

Q. Who filled out Marie Phillips, whose handwriting is that ? 
A. Iam pretty sure it is Mr. Shindler's. 

Q. It is Mr. Shindler's writing on the date, is that true? 

A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Would it surprise you, Mr. Fiamma, if I told you on di- 
rect testimony you said her husband filled out the entire card? 
A. I didn't think that I said that. 
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Q. Okay. Was there any discussion about the union or union 


dues or initiation fees? A. No. 

Q. Was there any questions about signing a contract with Mr. 
Rametta? A. No. 

Q. Any discussion about the card being kept confidential ? 

A. No. | 

Q. Did Mrs. Famiglietti authorize you to disclose this card 
to any other person? A. Well, she handed it to me. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Look, did she tell you that you could 
show the card to somebody else? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Can you explain how the word Benny ap- 
pears onthe card? A. No. 

Q. Take a look at it. Isn't that Mr. Shindler's handwriting? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What did you do with this card after you 
received it from Mrs. Famiglietti? A. I took it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Then what did you do with it? 

THE WITNESS: I gave it to either Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that what you did with all these: cone, 
is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, or Mr. Cooper. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Oh, Mr. Cooper, you gave some to) Mr. 
Cooper ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Well, now, why didn't you tell us this morning? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He did. 

MR. BROWN: I object; he certainly did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don't get do indignant, Mr. Brown. 

MR. SIEGEL: I don't remember. 
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MR. BROWN: I wish that Respondent's counsel would refer to 
his notes and try not to confuse the witness. 

MR. SIEGEL: We were going rather rapidly. I apoligize that 
I didn't remember Mr. Cooper, that's all. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you make any promises to Mrs. 
Famiglietti before she signed the card? A. No. 

Q. Wasthis the first time you asked her to signa card? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever see her at a union meeting? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever ask her brother to — strike that. Did you 
ever ask her cousin to go get her to sign? A. He said to me, 
"You go." 

Q. He said, "You go"? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That was what the witness testified. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did he give you any reason why he wanted 
you to go? 

A. No reason. 

Q. You know if Mrs. Famiglietti read English? A. She 
doesn't. 

Q. Did she read this card? A. No, her husband did. I told 
you that before. 

Q. You have testified that you had lots of cards with you on 
various occasions, Mr. Fiamma, now — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why didn't you give her an Italian card? 

THE WITNESS: At that time I didn't have any Italian cards. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You knew the woman couldn't read English 


and you could have gotten an Italian card and come back another 
night, isn't that true? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we are going to object to the card 
not only on the basis of the two grounds but, alse, on the basis by the 
witness’ own testimony that the witness gave her an English card when 
he knew she couldn't read English. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How do we know, Mr. Brown, that this wit- 
ness was authorizing the union when she signed this card? 

MR. BROWN: I believe the direct testimony,. Your Honor, as 
well as what the witness just testified to on cross, shows clearly that 
the card was explained to her and read to her by her husband in Italian. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't recall that, frankly. 

MR. BROWN: It is my recollection that that was the testimony 
but I certainly intend to go into that on redirect if the Court does not 
remember that. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't remember it. 

MR. BROWN: It is certainly based on that testimony, which we 
believe either has been or if it hasn't been by an oversite, upon which 
we rely on the card. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I will reserve ruling on General Counsel's 
sixty-six until you have had an opportunity for redirect. 

MR. BROWN: All right, Your Honor. I believe the direct will 
bear me out on that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Iam sure you wouldn't have told me that is 
what the record shows if you didn't believe it. 

MR. BROWN: All right. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I direct your attention, Mr. Fiamma, to the 


card of Salvatria Cancellieri, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 56. Now, 
you have testified that this card was signed at her home and that 
she filled out a part of the card. I believe your testimony on direct 
was she filled out everything at home in front of Mr. Shindler and you. 
I show you the card. 
MR. BROWN: Objection, that was not his testimony. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Why don't you ask him what the 
facts are and maybe they will differ with his direct testimony. I don't 


know. 

MR. BROWN: I object, unless the witness can testify — that he 
can answer that question without looking at the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I presume the card is going to be shown to 
him. 

MR. BROWN: It hasn't been to date. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The witness hasn't answered the question 
on this to date. 

THE WITNESS: May I see the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You may see the card. Now, having looked 
at the card, would you tell us what is your testimony as to what part, 
if any, Mrs. Cancellieri filled out in her own handwriting at that time? 
A. She filled out everything except Marie Phillips and Hartford. 

Q. And Mr. Shindler filled out Marie Phillips, that is his hand- 

writing? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Who else was present besides Mr. Shindler and yourself? 
A. Her husband and her son. 

Q. You know how old — is he an adult ora child? A. He is 
about seventeen or eighteen; I don't know exactly. 

Q. All right. By the way, who wrote the words Benny and Dick 
on the bottom of the card? A. I don't know. 

Q. Was there any discussion with Mrs. Cancellieri about the 
card? <A. No. 

Q. Nothing was said? A. No. 

Q. All right. Is it your testimony that you just walked in the 
door and didn't’ say a word to her and that she signed the card? 

A. She was waiting for me. 

Q. She was waiting for you. What time of the day was it? 

A. About 7:30 or 8:00 o'clock, something like that. 
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Q. You remember the day of the week by any chance ? | A. No, 


not exactly. It was November the first or second; I don’t recall exactly. 
Q. So you rang the bell, just opened the door and walked in and 
didn't say a wordto her? A. That's right. | 
Q. You are not in the habit of saying good evening or anything 
like that? A. Well, naturally; I think my manners are all right. 

Q. Of course. Did you have any discussion with her about the 
union or the card before she signed? A. No, sir. 
Q. Not one word? A. Not one word. 

Q. Did she ask you any questions? A. I told you she said she 
was waiting for me. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Look did she ask you any goad ? 

THE WITNESS: No. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You said absolutely nothing to her? A. No. 

Q. Did you have any conversation with her son? A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: With her husband? | 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Let's move this along. You are pausing too 
long here. You certainly have a right to recollect your thoughts and 


that sort of thing, but we are getting long pauses between questions. 

MR. SIEGEL: I will try to speed it up. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Fine. 

MR. SIEGEL: Iam gaining strength. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was this the first time that you visited her 
to sign the card? A. Yes. 

Q. And absolutely nothing was said by you, her husband, her 
son or Mrs. Cancellieri about the union or signing the card at that 
time? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did she ask you what the meaning of the words "strictly con- 
fidential" were? A. No. | 

Q. Did she ask you any questions at all about the union? 

A. No, sir. 
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Q. What room of the house did this — strike that. What room 


of the house were the four of you standing in when she signed the card? 


A. The dining room. 

Q. And did she fill in the date at that time? A. Yes, she did. 

Q. Did she readthe card? A. Yes, she did. 

Q. Do you know if she can read English? A. Yes, she can. 

Q. You realize when I ask you if there were any conversations 
lam referring to in English or Italian any conversations of any kind? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: There was no conversation in English or 
Italian ? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. Mr. Examiner, we object to the admis- 
sibility of this card on the grounds of our continuing objections and, 
since there was nothing said, I can't ask him anything else. 

MR. TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, you have my ruling and the card 
is received in evidence. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-56, is 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, directing your attention to card No. 77, 
Sebastiana Amato. You recall where this card was signed by Mrs. 
Amato; is it Miss or Mrs.? A. Mrs. 

Q. You recall where it was signed? A. In her home. 

What time of day? A. Sometime in the evening. 
How long were youthere? A. Ten minutes. 
Who else was present ? 

. Dick Shindler. 

Q. Any conversation about the union or about signing a card? 
A. Some. 

Q. Who spoke to Mrs. Amato? A. I did. 
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Q. What did youtellher? A. That we were trying to organ- 
ize the shop and-she said, "I know."' And she: said -that she had been 
a union member for a long time and-I don't-have to explain anything 
to her, she knows. “ 

Q. Did she say that she was waiting for you? | A, No. 

Q. This woman told you she was a union member for a long 
time? A. That is right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That-is what he just testified to and please 
don't do that again. Sas 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you any questions ee the 
benefits of the union? A. No. ! 

Q. Did she ask you — did you discuss the question of dues or 
initiation fees with her? A. She knows all about it. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you discuss dues or initiation fees 

with her? 

THE WITNESS: I don't — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she say anything to you or was 
any discussion about dues or initiation fees? 

THE WITNESS: No. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion about an election? 
A. No. | 

Q. Was there any discussion about how many people had signed 


the re 


a card already? A. No, sir. 
. Did she ask you any questions at all? A. No, no. | 
. Did her husband ask you any questions? A. No. 
. Did Mr. Shindler say anything? A. How are you, that's all. 
. That's allhe said? A. That's all. 
Q. Now, her card is printed in Italian, Mr. Fiamma. Can you tell 
us what part of the card is not written by her in your presence ? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Not written by her? 
MR. BROWN: I object to the form of the question. I find it con- 
fusing. 
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MR. SIEGEL: I will rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What did she fill in on the card in your 
presence ? 

MR. BROWN: Who fill in? 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, I think that is obvious. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The card signer.- 
A. She filled in her name, address, and she signed it and dated it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And who filled in the rest? A. Richard 
Shindler. 

Q. You know who wrote the words Benny and Dick at the bot- 
tom of the card? A. No. 

Q. Was there any discussion about the fact that the card would 
be revealed to other people? A. No. 

Q. Did you explain the meaning of the word "secrete" to her? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you see her read the card? <A. Yes. 

Q. Did she ask you any questions about the language on the card? 
A. No. 

Q. Did she give the card to you or Mr. Shindler ? 

A. To Mr. Shindler. 

Q. Did you tell her that you — how did you explain Mr. Shind- 
ler's presence there ? A. She knew Mr. Shindler. 

Q. You explained to her what signing the card meant, did you 


not? A. Itold her we were trying to organize the shop. 


Q. Did you talk to her about a majority and the contract, et 


cetera? A. No. 

Q. Did you say anything else besides we are trying to organize 
the shop? A. No. 

Q. Was there any discussion of how many people had signed? 
A. No. 

Q. If you know, did she attend any union meetings before she 
signed? <A. No. 
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Q. The only time you ever asked her to sign a eard? A. Yes. 


Q. Did you ever talk to her in the plant about signing a card? 
A. No. Ae | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, how did she happen to know Mr. 

Shindler? 

THE WITNESS: She-had been a union-member from another 
shop and Mr. Shindler is the business agent. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. SIEGEL: If I may, Mr. Examiner, with your permission I 
would like to go back to the previous card signer, Mrs. Cancellieri. 
MR. BROWN: I object. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: What number? 

MR. SIEGEL: Number fifty-six, the preceding card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, do you know if Mrs. Cancellieri was 
a union member before she signed the card? A. No. : 

Q. Now, Mrs. Amato — 

MR. BROWN: Are you through with fifty-six? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, we are back to fifty-seven. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would you translate the words, "Richiesta 
Di Associazoine.” Would you translate that into English for us ? 
A. Lasked about the association. | 

Q. A request of the association? A. Yes. 

MR. BROWN: What part of the card was that being translated 

from? 

MR. SIEGEL: The second line; the large black block. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Examiner, we object to the admissi- 
bility of the card on our continuing objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They have been ruled upon and the card 


is received in evidence. 


296 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-57, was 
received in evidence.). 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I direet your attention to General Counsel's 


Exhibit No. 60, the card of Lena Falconeri. What time of the day or 
evening did Mrs. Falconeri sign a card? A. Sometime in the even- 
ing. It was early in the evening. 

Q. And what room of the house? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Who was present? - A. Mr. Shindler and Mr. Appel. 

Q. And who spoke to her about a card? A. LI.spoke to her. 

Q. How did you explain Mr. Shindler's and Mr. Appel's pres- 
ence to her? 

A. I told her they were union organizers. 

Q. Did you tell her of your connection with them? <A. No. 

Q. Did she ask you what they were doing there with you? 

A. No. 

Q. Was anybody else there besides Mr. Shindler, Mr. Appel, 
yourself and Mrs. Falconeri? A. No. 

Q. Did you have any conversation with her about the card? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What was that conversation? A. I explained to her we 
were trying to organize the shop and get the majority in order to go 
upstairs and see Mr. Rametta. 

Q. What do you mean go upstairs ? 

MR. BROWN: I don't think the witness is through. 

MR. SIEGEL: Forgive me. 

THE WITNESS: To see Mr. Rametta in order to show him the 
majority and have the union bargain for us. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you what you meant by the 
words going upstairs? A. No, she didn't. 

Q. What did you mean? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, the office is upstairs ? 

THE WITNESS: That is right. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Isn't it true that the whole plant is on one 
floor and the office is on the same floor of the plant? A. The sec- 
ond floor. | 

Q. The operators are all on the same floor as the office, isn't 
that true? A. Yes. | 

Q. So you don't go upstairs when you are on the same - 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I will object to that. | 

THE WITNESS: Go to see Mr. Rametta. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you what bargaining — what it 
meant? A. No, she didn't. 

Q. Did she read the card? A. Yes, she did. 

@. Did she ask you any questions about the card? A. She 


asked a few, yes. 


Q. All right. What were those questions? A. How many 


people have we got to get. I told her we had to have the majority. 
Q. Did she ask you how many people had already signed? 
A. No. ! 
Q. Did she ask you fcr the name of any friends who might have 
signed? <A. No. i 
Q. Did you tell her how many people had already signed? 
A. No. 
Q. Did you talk with her about when she would get a pay raise 
if she signed? A. No. 
Q. Did she ask you about union benefits? A. Yes. 
Q. All right. What did she ask you? A. She — 
Q. Before she signed the card? A. She asked me about the 
insurance benefits, hospital benefits. I said, "After the contract is 


signed we should get better benefits." 

Q. You are still on strike, is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. What insurance benefits — do you know what the ingurance 
benefits are that the company has now? A. Now? | 


Q. Yes, what are they? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you explain to her in detail about the 
better benefits would be? A. Not in detail but it would be much 
better than the one we got now. 

Q. Did you show her a booklet with what the union proposed 
to give the employees? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Did you ever show any of these people the union booklet 
on benefits to any of the people that you asked to sign cards 2 ALT 
don't really remember. 

Q. Did she ever attend, did Mrs. Falconeri ever attend any 
union meetings before she signed the card? A. No, sir. 

Q. Do you know if she reads English? A. Yes. 

Q. Had you ever called on her before to sign a card? A. No. 

Q. She is an operator, is she not? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever talk to her in the shop about signing a card ? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. At the time she signed the card in November the operators 
and the cutters were no longer — strike that. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we object to the introduction of 


this card — well, before I forget. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you discuss with her the meaning of 


the words "strictly confidential" ? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Did she give you specific permission to reveal this card to 
anybody else besides yourself? A. Well, no. 

Q. Did she sign the card in the room that you were all standing 
in? A. We were sitting. 

Q. You were all sitting and she signed it right there? A. That 
is right. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Mr.Examiner, we would ebject to the introduc- 
tion of — the receipt of this card on the basis of our continuing objec- 
tions. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: They have been ruled upon and the card is 
received. | 


(The document above-referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-60, was 
received inevidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Directing your attention to the card of 
Josephine Contrino, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 59. Does Mrs. 
Contrino have a sister working at the plant? A. Mother. 

. She is the daughter? A. Right. 
. And Giovanna is the mother? A. Right. 


. Are they living together to your knowledge? A. Yes. 
. Did you visit both of them at the same time? A. Yes. 
. And did you ask both of them to sign a card at the same 
time? 
MR. BROWN: Your Honor, I object. We are having Voir Dire 
on two cards simultaneously here. 
MR. SIEGEL: I am trying to — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 
MR. BROWN: Let the record reflect what mamber the card is 
for Giovanna Contrino for clarity of the record. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
MR. SIEGEL: If he said yes, I would then bring in the other 
card. Iam trying to save time if counsel will stop interrupting. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead. | 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you-ask Mrs. Contrino and her mother 


to sign cards at the same time? A. Yes. 
Q. All right. Is the card marked General Counsel's Exhibit 
48 for identification her mother's card? A. Yes, that is it, 
Q. All right. | 
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MR. SIEGEL: Do I have the Examiner's permission to examine 
on both cards at one time ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, but try to keep the record clear. You 
better refer to them as Mrs. Giovanna and Mrs. Josephine. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mother and daughter. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Call the one the Miss and one the Mrs. I 
don't want to bother later on when examining the record to determine 
which one is the mother and which is the daughter. I will be able to 
follow it if you say Miss and Mrs. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What time of the day or evening did you come 
to the Contrino's residence? A. Early in the evening. I can't recall 
exactly the time. 

Q. Who else was with you? A. Mr. Shindler and Mr. Appel. 


Q. Did you explain their presence to these two people? A. Yes. 


Q. What did you tell them? A. They were two union officers. 

Q. Did you reveal to Mrs. Contrino and Miss Contrino that you 
were soliciting cards at Mr. Appel's and Mr. Shindler's request ? 
A. No. 

Q. Was anybody else present there besides the five of you? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Who? A. The husband or father. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The husband and father, Mrs. Contrino's 
husband ? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Which? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, one was Miss and the other was Mrs. 
you told me. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Is Josephine Contrino married to your 
knowledge? <A. No. 

Q. Howoldis she? A. I don't know, twenty or twenty-one. 
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Q. So there were six people and where were you all sitting? 
A. In the dining room table. | 

Q@. And so who spoke up about the union? A.-- I did. 

Q. Allright. What did you say? A. We were trying to organ- 
ize the place and trying to get the majority in order to go see Mr. 
Rametta to bargain our contract. | 

Q. Did anybody ask any questions at that time Yo dN Yes. 

Q. Who asked the question? | 

A. Her husband. : 

Q. All right. Mrs. Contrino's husband asked the question; 
what did he say? A. How long this was going to take. 

Q. What did youanswer? A. I don't know. 

Q. What else did he ask? A. I— 

Q. Did he ask you whether or not anybody else had signed up 
for the union? A. He mentioned something. 

Q. He mentioned something; what did he mention? A. He 
said, "Are the people signed up"? I said, "Some people are signed 


up. al 


Q. Did he ask you if a majority had signed up at that time? 
A. No. | 
Q. Did he ask you if most of the people had signed ? A. No. 


Q. Did he say, "I don't want my wife and daughter to sign un- 
less they are going along with everybody else"? <A. No. | 

Q. Did you tell him that most of the — that if they did; ‘sign 
that they would be going along with everybody else? A. No. 

Q. Did he ask you any other questions? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Did he ask you about an election? <A. No. 

Q. Did he ask you when you would get a contract with ‘Mr. 
Rametta? A. No, he just asked me how long. | 

Q. Did he do all the talking or did Mrs. Contrino ask any ques- 


tions, the mother, did she ask any questions? A. No. 
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Q. Did she read the card before she signed it? A. Yes. 

Q. And did she ask you any questions about the language on 
the card? A. No. 

Q. The printed language on the card? A.-No,.she didn't ask 


Q. Did you talk with her in English or Italian? A. Italian. 
Q. Did you talk with her husband in English or Italian ? 
A. Italian. 

Q. You know how long Mrs. Contrino worked at the plant ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: If I may, Mr. Examiner, Iam trying to develop 

another point here and, if I may, I would ask you to reconsider 
your ruling on that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I have reconsidered it and I have the same 
ruling. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, how long had Miss Contrino worked 
at the plant? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What job did Miss Contrino hold at the 
plant? A. Floor girl. 

Q. What is a floor girl? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, we have had that developed by one 
witness already in this case, Mr. Siegel. The floor girl is the one 
who sort is a utility girl and fills in some other places and I don't 
think it is important to Voir Dire as to what a floor girl's duties are. 

MR. SIEGEL: Only because I am trying to ascertain the extent 
to which there were conversations, because one card is signed in 
English and the other is signed in Italian and I would like to know 


to what length they had to go to explain these cards. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER=- Well, you are going to be given an eee 
tunity to do that. don't think that asking this witness what a floor 

girl is is in line with what you are talking about: - | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you explain the card to Miss Contrino? 
A. No, I didn't. | 


Q. Who did? A. Mr. Appel. 


Q. What did he tell her? A. That-we were trying to organ- 


ize the shop. 
Q. Tell me his exact words ? 
MR. BROWN: If he knows. | 
MR. SIEGEL: Well, he was there. -- | 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) As-best you can recall, what were Mr. 
Appel's exact words? A. That we need a majority in order to be 
recognized. | 
Q. Whatelse? A. That's all I can recall. 


Q. Did she ask any questions, Miss Contrino? A. No, I 
| 


don't recall. 

Q. Did Mrs. Contrino, the mother, ask any questions ? A. No. 

Q. Do you know if Miss Contrino can read English? A. Yes. 

Q. Why didn't they both sign Italian cards? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, you have testified that Mrs. Contrino, 
that is the mother, filled out everything but the company address. I 
show you the card; is that true? A. Please let me look at it. That 
is right, except Chestnut Street. : 

Q. And who filled in Chestnut Street? A. I did. 

MR. SIEGEL: I ask the Examiner to please look at the card for 
one moment before I ask the next series of questions. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I have looked at it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Fiamma, looking very carefully 
at General Counsel's Exhibit No. 48 for identification, the very bot- 
tom line has the signature of Mrs. Contrino? A. Yes. | 
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Q. That is her own handwriting? A. Yes. 

Q. Your testimony is that she wrote the writing on the top line 
in the first blank? A. She printed it. 

Q. She printed it? A. Yes. 

Q. Is it your testimony that she printed all of the first four 

lines on this card in her own handwriting? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. : 

Q. (By Mr.-Siegel) Did you see her print? A. Yes. 

Q. The address, the city and the state on this card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you see her print the date? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, looking at the printing of the date and looking that the 
printing — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I will tell you now, sir, that the V in No- 
vember is very much like the V in Giovanna and that the N in the 
date is much like the N in Giovanna and the N's are formed in the 
general same way. According to my observation, sir. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, Mr. Examiner — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may disagree with me. 

MR. SIEGEL: I would observe only that there is rather shaky 


nature of what is her pen and the obvious firm writing on the card and 


this in my judgment just does not stand comparison. We will at a later 
time, of course, have to develop that. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion about the word 
"secrete" appearing on the card? A. No. 

MR. BROWN: Which card? 

MR. SIEGEL: GC-58. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The answer is no? 

THE WITNESS: No. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there any discussion on "strictly con- 
fidential" on Miss Contrino's card? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did either one of those women authorize 
you to disclose these cards to anyone else ? | 

THE WITNESS: No. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: AH right. That's the answer. 

MR. BROWN: What was the answer? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

MR. BROWN: All right. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Can you explain why Miss Contrino’ s— 
looking at General Counsel's Exhibit No. 59, can you tell us why 
she did not fill out the entire card in her own handwriting ? | A. She 
signed it and she asked Mr. Appel to complete it. | 

Q. Did she say why? A. No. 

Q. You were all sitting around there, weren't you? 
A. That's right. 

Q. Was there any discussion about union dues or initiation 
fees? A. No. 

Q. Was there any discussion about pay raise for these em- 
ployees if they signed the card? A. No. 

Q. Did any of them go to the meeting before they signed? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you make any promises tothem? A. No. | 

Q. Did Miss Contrino ask you any questions at all? A. No. 

. Did she say anything during this entire conve rsation? 


. Did Mr. Shindler say anything during this entire meeting? 


A. No. 
Q. Was there any discussion of union benefits? A. ‘No, I 
don't recall. 
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Q. Did Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel produce a booklet of union 
relating to union benefits? A. I don’t remember. 

Q. Did you see Miss Contrino, the daughter, read the card in 

your presence? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you see Mrs. Contrino read the card in your presence? 
A. Mrs.? 

Q. Yes. A. Oh, yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we object to the introduction of 
General Counsel's Exhibit Nos. 58 and 59 on the grounds that we have 


maintained previously. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Those objections have been noted and the 
cards are received in evidence; that is, fifty-eight and fifty-nine. 


(The documents above-referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-58 & 59, 
were received in evidence.) 


MR. SIEGEL: May I have a moment, Mr. Examiner; I would 
like to sort out the ones that we have already covered. 

MR. BROWN: Perhaps we can have a break here. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

(A short recess was then taken.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, directing your attention to 
card number forty-nine, Giambaluo Antonina. A. Antonina Giam- 
baluo. 

Q. Where was this card solicited? 

A. Inthe cutting room. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What number is the card? 

MR. SIEGEL: GC-49. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) This person is a woman, is that correct? 
A. Yes. 

Q. She is a'sorter, is that correct? A. Well, yes. 
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Q. All right. And Mr. Greca was also there when you talked to 
her about the card, correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, was there any discussion about the union in signing a 
card? <A. Some. 

Q. All right. What was the discussion? A. We were trying 
to organize the place. 

Q. Ican't hear you? A. We were trying to oe the shop 
and we need the majority. : 

Q. Tellus everything. A. We need the majority of the people 
in order to go see Mr. Rametta to have the union represent us. 

Q. Did you use those exact words? A. That is right. 

Q. Did Mr. Greca say anything? A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. Now, Mr. Greca filled this card out, isn't that es except 
for the signature? A. Right. 

Q. Can you explain why the words Benny are on the bottom of 
the card? A. No, I cannot. 

Q. Was there any discussion about how many of the other girls 
had signed at that time? A. No. 

Q. Did you make any statement that a majority of the ems had 
signed and don't be the last one? A. No. 

Q. Was there any discussion about union dues or initiation fees ? 
A. No, 

Q. Was there any discussion about union benefits ? Re No. 

Q. Was there any discussion about a pay raise for ie woman 
if she signeda card? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her anything else besides that statement that 

you made a minute ago about the majority and going into Mr. 
Rametta? A. No. 

Q. That is all youtold her? A. Yes. 

Q. She asked no questions? A. No. 


Q. How long did you and Mr. Greca spend with her? | 


couple of minutes; I spent a couple of minutes. 
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Q. Well, it only took a minute at the most to relate to us every- 
thing that you say you told her. What did you talk about the other couple 


of minutes ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you talk about any other subjects before 
she signed the card? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


(By Mr. Siegel) Did she read the card? <A. Yes. 
. Do you know if this woman can read English? A. A little, 


. A little. Did she ask you to explain any of the words on the 


. Lou Greca explained to her. 

Q. Greca explained toher? A. Yes. 

Q. What did he tell her? A. About the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did he tell her about the card? 

THE WITNESS: About we needed the card and we wanted to 
be represented by the union and we need her signature in order to 
get a majority. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You needed her signature to get the major- 
ity? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you tell her that card would make a majority in the 
shop? A. No. 

Q. Did Greca tell her that? A. I don't think so, no. 

Q. Was there any discussion about how close to a majority 
you were? <A. No. 

Q. Was there any discussion by Greca about what would happen 
to the cards after a majority signed? A. No. 
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Q. Did Greca explain to her what the words "collective bargain- 
ing"’ meant? 

A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you? 


THE WITNESS: Yes. | 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Oh, you did. What did youtell her? A. I 
told her we needed a majority in order to go upstairs and bargain with 
r. Rametta. | 
Q. Now, Iam asking you this question again, Mr. Fiamma. The 


words collective bargaining appeared in the printed language on the 
card. Did you explain to her the meaning of — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don't bang on that again now. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you explain to her the meaning of the 
words "collective bargaining" as they appear on the card? A. Yes. 

Q. And is this the explanation that you just gave = A. Well, 
somewhat. 

MR. BROWN: I don't believe the witness understands. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there another explanation given? 
A. I told her that we needed the majority in order to have the union 
bargain for us. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That was the explanation you gave of col- 
lective bargaining ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) That is the only explanation you; leave her 

about the card? <A. Yes. 

Q. Why didn't she fill out the rest of the card, Mr. Fiamma? 
A. She said or she asked Lou Greca to do it. 

Q. Was it because she couldn't read English and didn't under- 
stand the rest of the words? A. I don't know. 

Q. Did you have to show her where to sign the card? A. No. 
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Q. Did Mr. Greca have to show her where to sign? A. No. 

Q. Can you explain the meaning of the language or the symbols 
3C or 3Q on the bottom part of this card ? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we object to the introduction of 
this card on the basis of our continuing objections. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They have been ruled upon and the card is 
received. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-49, was 
received in evidence.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Let's proceed. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, let's direct your attention to the card 


of Marie Abrams, number fifty-one. Where did Mrs. Abrams 
sign this card? A. In the restaurant. 

Q. Inthe restaurant? A. Yes. 

Q. Which restaurant? A. Albany Avenue Coffee Shop. 

Q. The Albany Avenue Coffee Shop. Where is that located? 

A. Right across the street. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I bet its on Albany Avenue; is it? 

THE WITNESS: That is right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What time of the day did she sign this card 
in the Albany Avenue Coffee Shop? A. Ten after seven in the morn- 
ing. 

Q. Near the shop? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was present when you spoke to her? A. Modestino 
Famiglietti. 

Q. Did anybody else from any other — was any other employee 
of the company there? A. Yes. 

Q. Who? A. There were people there but they weren't sitting 
with us. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: You mean they were-in the restaurant but 
only the three of you were — had any part in her signing this 


card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, who spoke to her about the union? 
A. I did. 

Q. Did Mr. Famiglietti say anything? A. Not that 1 recall. 

Q. Did you ever visit this woman at home to get her to sign a 
card? A. No. | 

Q. What did you tell her about the union? A. I didn't tell her. 

Q. You gave her the card, she read it and she signed it, and 
you didn't say one word to her? A. She said — 

MR. BROWN: I object. One word to her about what? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. You didn't say one word to 
her, is that correct? | 

THE WITNESS: That is right. I just gave her the card and I 
told her we were trying to organize the place and she read it and that 
was it. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you any questions about the 
card? A. No. 

Q. Did she ask you to explain the meaning of the words "collec- 
tive bargaining’? <A. No. 

Q. Did she ask you about union dues or initiation fees? ? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her about union dues or initiation fees ? ? <A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: For the future just ask if there was any dis- 
cussion and that will take care of her and him and don't have the dupli- 
cation. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion about = benefits, 
insurance benefits? A. No. | 

Q. Was there any discussion about what you would do with the 
card after you received itfrom her? A. Yes. 
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Q. What was the discussion? A. She asked what I was going 
to do with it. 

Q. What did you tellher? A. That I was going to give it to 
the union man. 

Q. What did she say? A. Nothing. 

Q. Didn't she ask you why it was marked: "strictly. confidential" 
when you told her you were going to give it to the union man? 

A. No, she didn't ask me. 

Q. Did you see her read the card? A. Yes. 

Q. Did she fill in the entire card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Show him the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Can you explain why the word Benny ap- 
pears on the bottom part of the card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Or the word "revisited" crossed out ? 
A. No. 

Q. Did this woman ever attend any meetings before she 
signed the card? A. No. 

Q. How. long did you talk with her in the Albany Coffee Shop 
about the card? A. About ten minutes. 


MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, excuse me for a second. We 


object to the card on the basis of our continuing objections A and B. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Those objections have been noted and 
ruled upon and General Counsel's Exhibit No. 51 for identification is 


received. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-51, was 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I direct your attention to the card of Marie 
Antoinette Governale, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 48. By the way, 
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you didn't look at the copies of these cards at the luncheon recess, 
did you? A. No. ! 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor — 

MR. SIEGEL: I asked the witness if he looked at them, that's 
all. 


MR. BROWN: How could he if the originals were. oe the Re- 
porter and you have the duplicates and we have the ether copies. 

MR, SIEGEL: Maybe he has copies; how do I know. I am not 
impu ig anything to the General Counsel. I just asked the witness 


a qu.stion. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, looking at the card, you testified 
that Mrs. Governale filled in the signature line only ? 

MR. BROWN: The record will speak for itself. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Well, look at the card and tell us who filled 
out the rest of the card besides the signature line — the pice part? 
A. Lou Greca. 

Q. Did he put Benny there on the bottom, too? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I didn't hear your answer? A. No. 

Q. Now, Mr. Greca filled out the card, and lam going to refer 
to another card. So as to not confuse you, the card has been marked 
and I believe it is in evidence as General Counsel's Exhibit forty- 
nine, Antonina Giambaluo. Now, your testimony is that Mr. Greca 
filled in both of these cards except for the signatures ? A. They 
are two sisters. 

Q. Okay. 

MR. SIEGEL: I ask the Examiner to please look at the printing 
on the two cards. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I have looked at them. I also looked at the 
spelling. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Isn't it true that the spelling on the "sorter" 
on both cards — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They speak for themselves. The same is 
true of the sorter. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mr. Greca fill out the balance of Mrs. 
Governale's card in your presence? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. And in the presence of Mrs. Governale? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. And did you see him date the card in your presence? 
A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Do you recall if he dated it at the time you were with Mrs. 
Governale? A. Yes. 

Q. Where were you talking with her about the card? A. In 
the cutting room. 

Q. And who else was present besides the three of you? A. I 
can't recall. 

Q. How long did you talk with her? A. About ten minutes. 

Q. And where in the cutting room did you talk with her? 
A. Over by the back door, I guess. 

Q. Do you know if Mrs. Governale read the card? A. No, 
she didn't. 

Q. She didn't read the card? A. No. 

Q. As a matter of fact, she can't read English, can she ? 
A. Right. 

Q. Did you have any discussion with her about the card? 
A. Lexplained the card to her. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you say to her? 

THE WITNESS: We were trying to organize the shop and we 

needed the majority of the people in order to have somebody — 


have the union represent us. 
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| 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you tell her that this was — what she 
was being asked to sign was an application for membership = the 
union? A. No. 
Q. What did you tell her she was being asked to sign? A. A 
union card. | 
Q. Isn't it true that this card is an application for membership, 
or it says that on it? A. Yes. 
Q. But after that it says nothing about becoming a member in 
the union does it? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It speaks for itself. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you whether or not she would 


have to pay any dues, union dues? A. Yes, she did. 

Q. All right. What did she ask you and what did you tell her? 
A. She asked me if she had to pay dues and I said yes, that’ once that 
contract was signed we all have to pay dues. 

Q. How much did you tellher? <A. I didn't specify | no price 
because I don't know myself. ! 

Q. Did you discuss with her initiation fees? A. No, sir. 

Q. You know what initiation fees are? A. No. | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. The answer is no. » 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask you questions about an NLRB 
election? A. No. | 

Q. Did you discuss with her the question of union benefits, in- 
surance benefits? A. Yes. 

Q. Ican't hear you? <A. Yes. 

Q. What did you discuss with her? A. Itold her after the 
union comes in and the contract is signed we would start getting bene- 
fits. 


Q. Did you state what benefits would go into effect? | A. Yes. 
Q. Did you tell her she would get a pay increase? A. Yes. 
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Q. And then, she stated, "All right, I will sign the card"? 
A. No, she asked a few more questions. 

Q. She asked a lot of questions? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. What other questions did she ask? A. How long we have 
to wait. 

Q. What did youtellher? A. I don't: know. 

Q. But after all these questions and your answers. she. then 
signed the card? A. That's right. 

Q. You didn't tell or give her any time limit as to when the 
union contract would go into effect? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you talk to her about the majority signing up? A. I 
told her we need the majority, yes. 

Q. Did she ask you if you had already had a majority? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell her she was one of the early ones to sign in the 
campaign? A. I didn’t say nothing. 

Q. Did you say you were soliciting on behalf of Mr. Appel and 
Mr. Shindler? <A. No. 

Q. Can you explain the meaning of the number three in black 
on the bottom of the card? A. No, I can't. 

Q. Can you explain the meaning or the presence of the word 
signed by Benny on the card? 

A. No, I can't. 

Q. You recognize the handwriting of the words signed by 
Benny ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you have an Italian card with you that 
day ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you ever ask this woman to sign an 
Italian card? A. No. 
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Q. But you knew she didn't read English and you asked her to 
sign an English card, is that right? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think the testimony is that he asked her 
to sign and that she can't read English and that's pretty obvious. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I object to the introduction of 
this card on the basis not only of our continuing objections but, in 
addition, that the woman by the witness' own testimony eal read 
English. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, the witness has testified that he told 
her he wanted her to sign a union card and that he explained to her 
that if they got a majority they could meet with Mr. Rametta and 

maybe get a contract, sol am overruling that particular ob- 
jection and I have already ruled on your continuing objections and 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 48 for identification is received into 


evidence. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-48, was 
received in evidence.) © 


MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, am I correct just for the record, 
and I don't know whether it has been brought up before, that by your 
admitting these cards into evidence you are not necessarily accept- 
ing them as valid for purposes of considering a majority? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When I decide this case Iam going to have 
to pass maybe not individually upon each card, but cards such as I 
have in issue I am going to have to consider all over again in some 
instances. I have to listen to your argument or read your arguments 
and you may give me oral arguments to which I will certainly listen 
and you are going to write briefs, and I will certainly read ithe briefs 
and I hope they are going to be very good briefs and I will be per- 
suaded by your briefs one way or another and also by reading of the 


entire record. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Thank you, Mr. Examiner. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, I direct your attention now to 
the card of Fulvia Polce, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 63. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the last name? 

MR. SIEGEL: Polce, P-o-1-c-e. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Where — is this Miss or Mrs.? A. Mrs. 

Q. Where did Mrs. Polce sign the card? A. Inher home. 

Q. What part of the card did she fill in on her — in her own 
handwriting and what part did you fill in? A. I filled in city, craft 
and — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you fill in state? 

THE WITNESS: And state, I'm sorry. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And she filled in the rest? A. Yes. 

Q. You know if this woman reads English? A. She doesn't. 


Q. She does not. Didn't you ask her to sign an Italian card? 


A. I didn't have one with me. 

Q. You ran out of them. What time of day or evening did you 
visit this woman? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Okay. Not having any Italian cards with you, Mr. Fiamma, 
did you discuss the card, the English card withher? A. Well, 
her son did. 

Q. How old is he if you know? 

A. Twenty-two or twenty-three. 

Q. He is anadult? A. Yes. 

Q. Did he ask you any questions? A. Yes. 

Q. What did he ask you? A. He asked me how long I had 
been doing this and I told him. 

Q. What did you tell him? A. Couple of months. He said, 
"I used to do it." I said, "That's pretty good.” 

Q. Did he ask you how many other people had signed? 
A. That's what he meant, I guess. I said, "Pretty good." 

Q. Did he ask you what the union would do for his mother if 
she signeda card? A. No. 
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Q. Did he-ask- you to explain what the words "collective bargain- 
ing" meant? A. Well, he read the card himself, 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Look, did he ask you to explain it? 

THE WITNESS: No, he didn't. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) So you didn't explain the card to him at all? 


. You certainly didn't explain the card to Mrs. Polce? 


. I didn't. I don't know if anybody else there — 

. Was anybody else there? A. Yes. 

. Who? A. Mr. Famiglietti. 

. Did Mr. Famiglietti explain the card to Mrs. Polee? 
A. Yes. 

Q. What did he tellher? A. We were trying to organize the 
shop and we were trying to get the majority of the people so we can 
have the union bargain for us. 

Q. This card is dated November the 6th, 1966; now, that was 
Sunday? A. It could be. 

Q. Do you recall the time of the day you visited this woman ? 
A. No, I don't remember. 

Q. Did Mr. Famiglietti have any blank cards with him ? ? 

A. I don't know. 

Q. Did you see Mr. Appel and Mr. Shindler that day? A. No. 

Q. Okay. Was there any discussion with Mrs. Polce and her 
son about either you or Mr. Famiglietti about the union dues or initia- 
tion fees? A. No, sir. 

Q. Was there any discussion about NLRB elections ? | A. No. 

Q. Was there any discussion about union benefits? A. No. 

Q. Was there any discussion about the pay raise? A. MaylI 
say something? : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, in answer to the question. 

THE WITNESS: She meant if she joined the union. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What did you tell her? A. I said, "No, 
this doesn't mean because you signed this card you are going to 
belong to the union.” Isaid, "The only thing or the only time you 
belong to the union is after a contract is signed. The card, the 
only thing it means is that to get the majority of the people and 
that's the only thing that it means." She asked if she joined the 
union because she signed the card and I said no. I think that is 
what you want to know. 

Q. And after you told her that she signed the card? A. She 
was signing it already, yes. 

Q. While she was concerned from what you told us that the 
card was not to mean that she had joined the union, is that correct? 
A. Right. 

Q. When you told her it did not mean that, then she signed? 
A. She was writing the card. 

Q. You were telling her this while she was writing the card? 
A. Right. 

Q. Did she stop in the middle and ask you a few questions if 
you remember ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you discuss the question of whether 
this card would be confidential with her? <A. No. 

Q. Did you discuss it with her son? A. No. 

Q. Did Mr. Famiglietti discuss it with her? A. Idon't 
recall. 

Q. Can you explain the meaning of the word Benny on the 
card? A. No, I can't. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we object to the introduction or 


the admissibility of this card on the basis of our continuing objec- 


tions, as well as the fact that this woman cannot read English and 


that the witness did not explain the card to her, but that someone 
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else did, which would be hearsay and that in the absence of Mr. 
Modestino Famiglietti testifying that the card is not been offered 
through the proper type of witness under-the rules. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled and the card 
is received. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-63, was 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Fiamma, you visited someone 


else that day and asked her to sign a card. 

MR. BRCWN: What card are you referring to, counsel? 

TRIAL EXAMINER; He is not referring toa particular card 
at the moment, he is asking a question. 

MR. BROWN: This is Voir Dire, is it not? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. Did you ask somebody else, to sign 
a card? 

THE WITNESS: I think maybe I did. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Do you remember? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was it? <A. Well — 

MR. BROWN: I object to this course. 

TRIAL EXAMINER; Sustained. 

THE WITNESS: Formica. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Giueseppina Formica, General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 64, and I ask you if this is the card that she signed that 
day? A. Yes. | 

Q. Now, did you visit her — what time of the day was. it when 

you visited her? A. 10:30 in the morning or 10:00 in the 
morning. 

Q. Sunday morning? A. Yes, it was raining that day. 

Q. Where did you get the Italian card that day? A. I told 
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Q. I thought you-testified with regard to the ether person that 
signed that you didn't have an Italian card? © A.- Maybe that was the 
last one that I had. 

Q. Maybe that was the last ene that you had? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's what he just said. Now, proceed, 
counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What part of that card did you fill out? 
A. She signed it and dated it and I filled out the rest. 

Q. Didn't you say, "Look, Mrs. Formica, just sign the card 
and we will take care of everything else’? A. No, I didn't tell her 
that. 

Q. Did you tell her that somebody else had signed a card al- 
ready? <A. No. 

Q. Did she ask you how many other people had signed ? 

A. Yes, she did. 

Q. She did. What did you say? A. Some. 

Q. You didn't tell her most or all of the people had already 
signed? A. No. 

Q. Who else was with you? A. Modestino Famiglietti. 

Q. Was there any discussion about the union at that meeting ? 
A. You mean at her house? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. Was there anybody else there besides the three of you? 
A. Her husband. 


Q. All right. Now, was there any discussion about the union 
at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. What was the discussion? A. Iasked her about the card 
and she said, "Sure, I will sign." Her husband entered and said, '’The 


union is good because when I went to work for the telephone company 
jt cost me eighty dollars to join the union." 
Q. Did she ask you whether or not if she signed the card it 


meant she was joining the union? A. No, she didn't. 
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Q. Did you talk with her or did Mr. Famiglietti? A. Pardon 


me ? 

Q. Did you talk with her or did Mr. Famiglietti? A I did 
most of the talking. 

Q. In English or‘Italia? A. In Italian. 

Q. Was there any discussion about when the union contract 
would go into effect? A: She asked me how long it would be and I 
said that I didn't know. 

Q. Did she ask you if she would get a raise? A. No. 

Q. Did she ask you about insurance? A. No, no. | 

Q. Was this the first time you ever visited her to have her 
signacard? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever talk to her in the shop about it ? A No, sir. 

Q. Why didn't:she fiil out the whole card herself? | : 

MR. BROWN: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. She signed it and.she asked me to fill it out. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Why didn't she ask her husband to fill it 
out ? | 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you make any promise to her? A. No. 

Q. Did she attend any: union meetings before she signed the 

A. No. | 

Q. Did you ever take her out to dinner? A. No. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr: Examiner, we are going to object on the basis 
of our continuing objections. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objections have been noted and ruled 
upon and the card is received in evidence. 


(The document above- referral to, 
heretofore marked GC- 64, was 
received in evidence.) 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I direct your attention to James Bostick, 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 50 for identification and I ask you 
where did Mr. Bostick fill this card out? A.. In the. shipping room. 

. What time of day was it? A. Around noon time. 
And who else was present? <A. Nobody. 
. Was it onthe lunch break? A. Yes. 
. Were you having any beer at the time? A. No. 
. Any liquor? A. No. 
. Was anybody else there besides you and Mr. Bostick? 
A. Not at that spot, no. 

Q. Did you have discussion with him about the card? A. Yes. 

Q. What were those discussions? A. I asked him if he had 
any cards with him and he said no and I asked him if he had filled out 
his card and he said no and I said, "Well, fill it out and give it to me." 
So he filled it out and I gave him a bunch of cards and he filled it out 
and gave it to me. 

Q. Isn't it kind of strange, Mr. Fiamma, you have been present 
during these hearings, haven't you? A. Yes. 

Q. You heard testimony that Mr. Bostick was soliciting cards 
for the union, too? A. Yes. 

Q. We are talking about the same person, aren't we? A. Yes. 

Q. Isn't it kind of strange that you asked Mr. Bostick to fill out 
a card when he was also soliciting? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you tell Mr. Bostick at the time you 


asked him to fill it out that you were soliciting for Mr. Appel and 
Mr. Shindler? A. No. 

Q. Did you talk to him. about how many other people had signed 
inthe shop? A. No. 

Q. Didn't he ask you if everybody had signed or most of the 
people? A. No. 
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Q. Did you diseuss with him his rate of pay-?.. A. No. 

Q. Did you tell him that if he signed the card-he would get a 
substantial increase in rate? A. I didn't tell him nothing like that. 

Q. You didn’t tell him that? A. -Ne~- 

Q. Did you talk to him about the union contract?. A. ; No. 

Q. What did you talk to him about? A. That-we were organiz- 
ing the shop and he said, "I know all about it." And he said, "Give me 
some cards, Iam going to help you, too." . i 

Q. He volunteered to help you? 

A. That is right. 

Q. You never asked him? A. No, sir. 

Q. Is this the first time you talked to him about the union? 

A. Myself? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. And out of the clear blue sky Mr. Bostick said, "Give me 
some cards and I will help you"? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any question of union dues or 


union initiation fees mentioned? A. No. 

Q. Did he ask you to explain "collective bargaining” to him? 
A. No. : 

Q. Did he read the card in your presence? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You know if he can read English? A. Very well. 

Q. Did he ask you whether or not this meant that he was becom- 
ing a member of the union? A. No, he didn't. | 

Q. Was there any discussion about the card remaining confiden- 
tial? A. No, sir. | 

Q. Did he ever ask you for his card back? A. Never. 
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Q. Can you explain for us the presence of the word signed by 


Benny at the bottom part of the card? A. No, I can't. 

Q. Did anybody ever talk — strike that. Did you ever have a 
conversation with Mr. Bostick about signing a card in front of any 
other employee of the company? A. No. 

Q. Are you absolutely sure ? +A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever promise Mr. Bostick that he would get a raise, 
a substantial raise in his rate of pay of over $300 if he signed the 
card? A. Me? 

Q. Yes. A. No, sir. 

Q. Were you ever present when any other person ever spoke 
to Mr. Bostick about signing a card? A. Not about signing a card. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Were you ever present during any discus- 
sions by someone in the union with Mr. Bostick prior to signing the 
card? A. Yes. 

. All right. Where? A. Outside. 

. Outside the shop? A. Right. 

. Who was present? A. Mr. Appel. 

. Did you hear Mr. Appel promise Mr. Bostick if he signed 
the card he would get a raise? A. No. | 

Q. What did Mr. Appel say? A. Nothing like that. 

Q. What did he say? A. How are you doing, how are you 
coming and stuff like that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he ask him to signa card? 

THE WITNESS: He had already signed the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: This is after he signed. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I thought it was before ? A. This was 
after. 

Q. There was no discussion before he signed the card? 

A. That is right. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner; we objeet to the introduction 
or the admissibility of this card on the basis of our continuing objec- 
tions. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. They have been ruled upon and 
the card is received in evidence. 


(The document above-referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-50, was 
received in evidence.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: How many more are there, Mr. Siegel? 

MR. SIEGEL: This is it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Giuseppa Italia, General.Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 55. What time of the day did you visit - Miss or Mrs.? 
A. Mrs. 

Q. What time did you visit Mrs. Italia? A. In the evening. 

Q. Who was present? A. Mr. Shindler. 

Q. Anybody else besides the three of you? A. Her three 
daughters, I guess. 

Q. Are they children or adults? A. Adults, maybe eighteen. 
It's a woman. 

Q. Was anybody else present besides Mr. Shindler for the un- 
ion? A. No. 

Q. Who spoke to Mrs. Italia? 

A. I did. 


Q. And what did you tell her? A. We were trying to organize 


the shop. | 
Q. What else? A. We needed the majority of the people to 
sign these cards in order to have the union represent us. 

Q. That's all? A. That's all. 

Q. How long were youthere? A. Twenty minutes. 

Q. Did she ask you any questions? A. Plenty. : 

Q. Tellus all the questions you can remember her asking? 
A. She asked me what benefits we would get. 
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Q. What did you tell her? A. I told her that when the con- 
tract is signed we start getting benefits. 

Q. Did she ask you how long that would take? A. No, she 
didn't. 

Q. Did you tell her whether or not she would get a pay raise 


if she signed the card? A. Yes, she asked me. 
Q. What did youtellher? A. "You will get an increase.” 
Q. Did you talk with her about whether other people had signed 
cards? A. No. 
Q. Did you talk — did she ask you about whether a majority 
had signed or all the girls had signed? A. Well, she told me quite 


a few signed. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she ask you if a majority of the peo- 
ple had signed the cards, yes or no? 
THE WITNESS: No. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion of union dues or 
initiation fees? A. No. 
. Was there any discussion of an NLRB election? A. No. 


. Was there any — did she read the card in your presence 2; 


. Was the card written in Italian? A. May I see the card? 
. Did she read the card in your presence ? +A. Yes. 

. Did she ask you to explain any of the words on it? A. No. 
. Did any of the daughters ask any questions? A. No. 

. Did Mr. Shindler make any speech while he was there ? 


. He said nothing? <A. No. 

. Can you recall — you mentioned that Mrs. Italia asked a 
great many questions. Can you recall what other questions she 
asked besides the ones we have already covered? A. No. 

Q. Did she ask you if most of the other girls that she worked 
with had signed? A. No. 
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Q. She filled in this entire card in her own handwriting? 
A. Yes. 

@, All right. She did not write the words Benny and Dick 
down below, did she? A. No. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Can you account for Benny and ss at 
the bottom of that card? .A. No, I can't. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. Mr. Examiner, we object to the 
introduction of this card on the continuing basis of our objections. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objections have been ruled upon 
and the card is received in evidence. 


(The document above- referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-55, was 
received in evidence.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 
(Discussion held off the record.) 
TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, to your knowledge, ‘was or 
was not there talk in the plant about the fact that you were on 
around soliciting signatures? A. Yes. 

Q. How do you knowthis? A. Everybody was talking about 
it. 


Q. Excuse me,I— A. Everybody told me about it. 
Q. Did or did not any of the other employees help you sign 


up employees of Marie Phillips? A. Yes. 
Q. Who were these employees that helped you solicit cards ? 
A. Modestino Famiglietti, James Bostick, Holly Hardwick and Theresa 
Gentile and Ed Walton asked me, his sister asked too, Ethel Hall. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Ethel Hall and Ed Walton, who are brother 
and sister, asked you to get some cards from you? 
THE WITNESS: Right. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: So that they could distribute some cards ? 

‘HE WITNESS: Yes. 

. (By Mr. ‘Brown) To your knowledge, these mon OTOCS just 
named eek distributed cards to employees? A. Yes. 

Q. To your knowledge, did or did not these same listed em- 
ployees ever on occasion during the campaign give you back cards 
that they had solicited? A. Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What has this got to do with the authenti- 
cation of these cards; this sounds to me like a redirect examination 
or rather, like a direct examination. I thought this was going to be 
redirect on the Voir Dire Examination. 

MR. BROWN: Well, it is Voir Dire on — redirect on the Voir 
Dire, sir. I was trying to redirect on those questions that the Re- 
spondent's counsel asked before he got into the cards. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, just one more on this line, sir. 
Why did you want to help the union organize in Marie Phillips ? 

A. I just wanted to help them. 
Q. Is there some reason why you won't tellus, Mr. Fiamma, 


is there something is preventing you from telling us ? 


A. Nothing is preventing me. I would just rather not say. 


Q. Excuse me. A. I would rather not say. 

Q. Well, sir, Iam sorry you are going to have to say. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I think that is an improper 
statement by counsel to make to the witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I am going to direct the witness to 
answer the question. The question is a fairly simple one. Why did 
you want to help the union get into the plant, is this your question ? 

MR. BROWN: Yes, and I appreciate the Court asking the 
question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may answer it. 
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THE WITNESS: Weil, a few times I asked — as a matter of 
fact, three times I asked for more money, for a raise, and he! said 
okay and he promised me and everything and I never did get it. 
Another time I had a job, I tried another jeb which I tried for a week 
and I went to Mr. Rametta and I told him about it and he said to me, 
or he specified to me, "If you don't make that kind of money, I will 
make up the difference.” That never happened either. ! 


Q. How long ago in point of time before the union people came 


to you did these occurrences take place ? 

A. This happened in July. 

Q. Of '66? A. Yes, the end of July. 

Q. Now, Mr. Fiamma, I direct your attention to the cards that 
you have testified about here today, especially in regard to General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 65, which is the card of Ed Walton? A. Yes. 

Q. Are you sure when the card was signed by Mr. Walton? 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. That's not a question and I object to 
the form of the question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Iam pretty sure it was that day that he signed. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) You know when the union made a demand 
upon the employer? A. The first time? | 

Q. The first demand, yes? A. January 18 or 19th. 

Q. Was it before or after — 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection, leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Before or after what? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Before or after the demand was made? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I object to the word demand. It has a legal 

connotation here. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was it before or after Ed Walton signed 
this card? A. Before, I think it was before. 
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Q. Was there any reason you testified that nothing was said to 
Mr. Walton when he signed the card. Is there-any explanation for — 
why nothing was saidto him? <A. He knew. His sister had told 
him and everybody had told him. 

Q. How do you know that they told him; did he tell you that 
they had told him? <A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: I move that entire series be stricken on the 
basis that the witness admitted hearsay. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, did you or did you not, Mr. Fiamma, 


see Mr. Walton make his mark on this card? . 
MR. SIEGEL: I object. That calls for a conclusion of the wit- 


ness regarding the work mark. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you or — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The witness already testified that he saw 
him sign that. 

MR. BROWN: Fine. Very good. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Referring to the card of Thereas Gentile, 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 45, Mr. Fiamma, did or did you not 
tell Mrs. Gentile what you were going to do with the card if and when 
she signed it? A. Yes. 

Q. What did you tell her, if anything? A. I was going to give 
it to the union people. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma, I direct your attention to General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 40 _. strike that. General Counsel's Exhibit No. 54, the 
card of Mary Petriccione. You testified that when you came to her 
home that night ‘or when you did come that she told you she knew what 
it was all about? A. Yes. 

Q. Did or did not she tell you how she knew what it was all 
about? <A. Yes. 
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Q. And what did she tell you? A. She said, "My sister 
told me all about and everybody is talking about it.” : 

Q. Who is her sister? A: Theresa Gentile: 

Q. Did she explain or did she just use the words, "My sister 
told me all about it." Did she go into any more detail with you? 

A. What I mean, what was going on in the shop about the union, you 
know, the activity with the union. They knew it was going 
around and getting people to sign up and all that. | 

Q. Does Mary Petriccione read English? <A. Yes. 

Q. Did she read the card before she signed it?. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, referring to General Counsel's Exhibit No. 53, Sebas- 
tiana Chimirri. You testified that when you talked to this lady her 
son was inthe room? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did or did you not hear the son explain the card to her? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And what did her son tell her the meaning of the card was? 
A. That we were trying to organize the shop and he also stated that 
this card doesn't mean that you are joining the union to her. He said 
that this card is to get the majority of the people so that the union 
could represent you people. 

Q. Did or did not you hear her son tell her that? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. In what language were they speaking? A. In Italian. 

Q. To the best of your recollection, Mr. Fiamma, who put the 

date on that card? <A. I did. 

Q Now, I direct your attention, sir, to General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 66, which is the card of Rose Famiglietti. I believe you 
testified that her husband was in the room when you spoke to her 
about the card? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. And who spoke to her about the union card? A.| Her 
husband. | 


Q. And in what language? A. In Italian. 
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Q. Did you hear all that he said to her about the card? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Could you tell us now what you heard him tell her about the 
card? A. That we were trying to organize the shep to get the major- 


ity of the people and the sooner we get the majority the union will ap- 
proach Mr. Rametta in order to be recognized. 

Q. How did the husband know to tell her this? A. Because 
he is a union member himself. 

Q. Did you hear her husband read the card to her? A. Yes — 
well, he explained it to her in Italian. 

Q. When you came into the room or wherever you were did 
or did you not explain to her husband what you were trying to do? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did or did not you tell to the husband what you wanted his 
wife todo? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was this in the presence of the wife ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was this in English or Italian? 
A. To him it was in English. 

Q. To him it was in English? A. Yes. 

Q. Does Mrs. Famiglietti speak English? A. No, sir. 

Q. Okay. And who in the room asked Mrs. Famiglietti to 
signthe card? A. Her husband. 

Q. Are you certain when this card was signed? 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. I think the witness’ testimony will 
speak for itself. 

MR. BROWN: Well, will the Court rule on the objection? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection overruled. Are you certain 
as to when the card was signed? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I know he didn't put the date on. No, 
Tam not. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) Are you certain when you went to see 


Mrs. Famiglietti? A. It was on Sunday. Iam pretty sure it was 
on Sunday. | 

Q. You know when the union made the demand upon the em- 
ployer. I think you testified before. A. The 19th, it was January 
18th or 19th. | 

Q. Was it before or after the union made its first demand 
upon the employer that you went to see Rose Famiglietti and she 
signed the card? A. Before, it was before. 

Q. And how long after you saw Rose Famiglietti did you give 
the card to the union people? A. A day or two later; I don't recall 
exactly. 

Q. I direct your attention to the card of Sebastiana Amato, 
which is General Counsel's Exhibit No. 57. Do you recall whether 
you conversed with this lady in Italian or in English eA In Italian. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Counsel, I don't mean to interrupt your 
redirect there but would you show him GC-66 again, the card of 
Rose Famiglietti. | 

MR. BROWN: I will be glad to, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Fiamma, you see the date there is 
January 21, 1967, who wrote that date there? 

THE WITNESS: Iam pretty sure, Hartford, the date and Marie 

Phillips is written by Rich Shindler. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, directing your attention to the Con- 


trino family, mother and daughter. Now, Mrs. Contrino, Giovanna 
Contrino to your knowledge, does she speak and understand Italian? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. To your knowledge does her daughter Miss Contrino speak 
Italian? <A. Yes. 
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Q. To your knowledge does her daughter read and speak 
English? <A. Yes. 

Q. Did you or did you not see Miss Contrino, Josephine Con- 
trinoread— A. Yes. 

Q. If I may finish the question. Did or did you not see Miss 
Josephine Contrino read her card before she signed it? A. Yes. 

Q. Directing your attention to General Counsel's Exhibit No. 
49, the card of Giambaluo Antonina. I believe you testified that you 
were in the cutting room with Louis Greca when this, card was signed? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Did anyone either of the two of you speak to her in either 

Italian or English? A. In Italian. 

Q. Was or was not the card read to her in Italian? A. Yes. 

Q. Who read the card to her in Italian? A. Lou Greca, I 
think did. Iam not certain now. 

Q. You are not certain of what ? A. That it was either him 
or me that read it. 

Q. But was not the card read to her in Italian by either of you? 
A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You mean translated into Italian, is 
that what you mean? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Is that what you mean, Mr. Fiamma ? 
A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: The English card was translated into Italian? 

MR. BROWN: That is right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, I also direct your attention to the 
card of Marie Antoinette Governale, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 
48. I believe you also testified that you and this lady were with Mr. 


Greca in the cutting room when she signed? A. Yes. 


Q. Did or did not you read the card to her in Italian before 
she signed it? A. Yes. 
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Q. In what language did you talk to her before she signed it; 
did you talk to her before she signed it? A. In Italian. : 

Q. Did or did not you have occasion to speak to her before 
this date about the union eard or the organizing campaign? A. Yes. 

Q. What did you talk to her about, the card or the Se 
A. The campaign. : 

Q. How soon pefore she signed this card did you have occasion 
to talk to her about the campaign? A. I don't recall exactly. A 
week before. 

Q. Excuse me, sir? A. About a week before. 

Q. And at thattime what did you tell her about the canipelent 
A. That we were trying to organize the shop. 

Q. Now, on the date that she signed the card I arrecth your 
attention to before she signed the card. You have testified that 
you read the card to her in Italian; did yousay anything else to her 
in Italian at that time? This is before she signed the card on the 
day she signed the card? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Okay. Now, I direct your attention to General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 63, which is the card of Fulvia Polce. I believe you 
testified that Mr. Modestino Famiglietti was present when you 
visited this woman or talked to her? A. Yes. : 

Q. Now, in what language did Mr. Famiglietti talk to her? 

A. In Italian. | 

Q. And what did Mr. Famiglietti tell her about the card be- 
fore she signed it, if anything? A. Just that we were trying to 
organize the shop and in order to organize we got to have this card 


signed by the majority of the people in order to be recognized by 


the union. 

Q. I direct your attention to the card of Giuseppina Formica, 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 64. Can or cannot this employee 
read and understand Italian to your knowledge? A. Yes, Sir. 
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Q. Didor did not you see her read the card before she 


signed it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was or was not the purpose of the card explained to her 
before she read it and before she-signed it? As Yes, sir. 

Q. And who explained to her the purpose of the card? 

A. I did. 

Q. Did anybody else? A. Her husband. 

Q. I direct your attention to the time that you met with 
Giuseppa Italia, which is General Counsel's Exhibit No. 55. In 
what language did you speak? A. In Italian. 

Q. After she signed the card did she say anything else to you? 
A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did or did you not have a discussion after 
she signed the card? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: This is Voir Dire on the card. 

MR. BROWN: I know the reason the bench is sustaining the 
objections. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, first of all, this isn't Voir Dire, 
it is redirect. 

MR. SIEGEL: On the cards ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. BROWN: Iam on the cards. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Find out what was said to her before 
she signed the card. 

MR. BROWN: IfI may, I realize that General Counsel has 
strenuously maintained that what happened after she signed the 


card is immaterial and I agree it is immaterial as to the validity 
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of that card; however, in this particular situation, if the General 


Counsel is allowed to continue, we will attempt to elicit testimony 
which has bearing on the authenticity of the other cards and thus 
I ask the Court's indulgence to proceed along these lines. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection overruled. 

MR. BROWN: Thank you, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mr. Fiamma, after Mrs. italia 
signed the card, did or did not you have a conversation with her? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And what did — keep in mind that we are concerned only 
with union cards, what did she say to you and what did you say to 
her? A. Well, she said to me, "Look, you go over to Mrs. Con- 
cellieri's; Iam going to call her up." 

Q. You know her first name? A. Salvatria, and she said, 
"She will be waiting for you." Then she also said to go to Rachel 
Santoro, that she would be waiting for me, but I didn't go that night. 

Q. You didn't go to whose house? A. Santoro. : 

Q. When Mrs. Italia said to you that she would call these 
people, did she or did she not tell you what she would say to these 
people? A. She said, "I will explain to them everything. You 
just go over there." 

Q. Did she tell you what she meant by explain everything ? 
A. That she was going to explain the card and the union activities. 

Q. So you testified that you left the home of Italia and went 
to the home of Cancellieri? : 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. I don't think he testified to that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't recall just where he went'after 
he left the house. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Where did you go after you left the house 
of Mrs. Italia? A. I went to Mrs. Cancellieri. 

MR. SIEGEL: Can we have the date of this? 
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MR. BROWN: November 1, 1966. 
MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, when you came into the home of 


Mrs. Cancellieri, did you or did you not tell her anything about the 
card? A. Istarted to tell her. 

Q. What did you start to tell her ? 

A. That we were there to get the card signed and she said, 
"T know all about it.” 

Q. If I may interrupt you, when you said you were there to 
get the card signed, did you or did you not have a card in your 
hand? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. So continue with what you were saying? A. Isaid 
that I was there to get the card signed and she said, "Come in, I 
know all about it. Mrs. Italia just called me." So I walked in and 
Mr. Shindler was with me and we sat down and she filled out the 
card except for Marie Phillips and that was it. 

Q. Now, you mentioned also you were to call on the home 
of Rachel Santoro or Mr. Italia told you that? A. Yes. 

Q. When you went to Rachel Santoro's house, what happened? 
A. She said, "T have been expecting you for a couple of days.” 

Q. Did she say she was expecting you? A. Yes, she said 
that Mrs. Italia called her and told her all about it and told her — 

I told her that I couldn't make it. That's all. 

Q. You testified that her husband was also in the room? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, did or did not her husband explain the purpose of the 

cardto her? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. And what did her husband tell her the purpose of the card 
was? A. Repeat that? 

Q. What did her husband say to her about the purpose of the 
card? A. He said that the union is and he has been a member of 
the union for quite a while and he said, "Sign it." 
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Q. Did he say this in English or Italian? A. -In Italian. 

Q. Before her husband did this, did or did: you not have oc- 
casion to tell the husband why you were there? A. Idon't un- 
derstand the question. 

Q. Did or did you not prior to the time her husband ses 
to her as you just testified, say anything to her husband as to why 
you were there? A. I didn't say anything. 

Q. How did he know what you wanted? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did or did not Rachel Santoro read the 
card before she signed it? A. She did. | 

Q. To your knowledge, does she or does she not read and 

understand Italian? A, Very well. 

* * * * 


Courtroom 262 

Federal Building | 

Main Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 
Wednesday, May 24, 1967 


* * * i * 


(Witness Fiamma resumed the stand.) 
RECROSS EXAMINATION (Cont'd) 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, you have testified that Theresa 


Gentile's sister is Mary Petriccione? A. Yes. 

Q. And that you signed Mary Petriccione up for the union, am I 
correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, this card, you recall the exact date that you signed up 
Mrs. Petriccione ? | 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, if I may, are we to have a | complete 
repetition of yesterday. | 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: No, I am sure we are not. Iam sure you 
are only going to cover what was not brought out yesterday by you 
and only on the redirect of the General Counsel. 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. SIEGEL: Of course, Mr. Examiner, I would ask only that 
the General Counsel be patient. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind that, just continue. 

MR. SIEGEL: And that he restrain himself until I find the 
card. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Petriccione signed up on October 


30, 1966 according to the date on General Counsel's Exhibit No. 54. 
Now, you testified that on redirect that you asked a number of people 

to help you solicit cards for the union and among those names 
was the name of Theresa Gentile. How do you explain the fact that 
it was necessary for you to get a cardfrom Mrs. Gentile's sister 
rather than for her to get it? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. Because I went myself. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why didn't Theresa Gentile sign up Mary 
Petriccione? 

THE WITNESS: I don't know. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You never discussed it with her? A. I 
don't recall. 

Q. Did you ever ask Mrs. Gentile if she had talked to her 
sister about signing acard? A. Yes. 

Q. When did you talk with her about it? A. Before she signed. 

Q. And what did Mrs. Gentile tell you about Mrs. Petriccione? 
A. She said, "Go yourself." , 

Q. You asked her to talk to her? A. I didn't ask her, she 
said, "Go yourself.” 
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Q. Did she give you any reason as to why she would not her- 
self — why Mrs. Gentile would not go to her own sister and ask her — 
MR. JACOBSON: I object to this line of questioning. I don't 
see the relevancy of them. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, without regard to the relevancy, 
I don't see where it is proper Voir Dire. I am going to overrule 
the objection andI assume that you are going to be finished with 
this particular part very soon. ! 
MR. SIEGEL: Oh, yes; I don't think I will be much longer! 
TRIAL EXAMINER: There isn't much that you can go into. 
I have grave doubts that you are entitled to go into this on Voir Dire 


but I am going to save time by letting you do it now. I don't want 


you to go through it again and again. 

MR. SIEGEL: I had hoped, Mr. Examiner, we were follow- 
ing the practice of Voir Dire as much as possible to eliminate repe- 
tition in the record. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. We will see. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Let me rephrase the question to you, 

Mr. Siegel, excuse me, Mr. Fiamma. You have testified that you 
asked Mrs. Gentile — strike that. When you talked with Mrs. Gen- 
tile before you went to see Mrs. Petriccione, did Mrs. Gentile give 
you any explanation as to why she wanted you to go to her sister 
instead of herself about signing the card? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. No reason. 
. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you ask her about why she hadn't gone 
to her eee A. No. 

Q. You didn't think it was strange? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

A. No. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, you have testified that the reason 
you wanted to get the union in was because Mr. Rametta turned 
you down on a raise in July and so you wanted to get the union into 
the shop to get even with Mr. Rametta? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) If that was not the reason, then why did 
you solicit cards for the union? A. To better myself. 

Q. To better yourself. Isn't it true that you had quit working 
at Marie Phillips earlier. You testified to this on redirect, isn't 
that correct? A. I didn't say that I quit. 

Q. You say you hada job somewhere else for a while? 

A. For one week. 

Q. At another place? A. Right. 

Q@. Asecondjob? A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You stopped working at Marie Phillips 
and took another job? 

THE WITNESS: I took two weeks’ vacation. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: During one of those weeks you worked at 
another place, is that it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What was your job at this other place? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't know why you brought it out, 
counsel. The objection is overruled. I don't know what it has 


to do with the case but it is part of your case. 

MR. BROWN: Well — 

MR. SIEGEL: I won't pursue it in length. Since Mr. Brown 
brought it out I think the record should be clear. 

MR. SIEGEL: I would object to it in the presence of the witness. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I think you are trying to answer something 
that was brought out by Mr. Siegel. Continue. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Were you working as a cutter in this other 
job, Mr. Fiamma? A. Yes. 

Q. And after one week you quit that job, is that correct? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And you then finished your vacation and returned to work 
at Marie Phillips? A. Yes. | 

Q. You weren't fired from this other job; you quit? A. Yes. 

Q. And when did you take your vacation in 1966, what weeks ? 
A. The last two weeks in July. : 

Q. So that this all happened after Mr. Rametta Sectned to give 
you a raise, is that correct? A. Right. | 

Q. Now, I would like to ask you a question about the card of 
Sebastiana Amato, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 57. You testified 
on redirect that you conversed with her in Italian. Now, would you 
please tell us what your conversation was with Mrs. Amato at the 
time you asked her to sign the card? May I say that the record 
show I am referring to the card received in evidence as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 57. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, I object to that question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: May I state the grounds for my objection? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, repetitious. | 

MR. BROWN: So far as it was asked on Direct Voir Dire I 
merely asked the witness on my redirect what language the conver- 


sation was in. There was testimony by the witness on Mr. Siegel's 


own original Voir Dire as to what the contents of the conversation 


were. I object to having counsel ask again what the conversation 
was. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: My recollection is that we have already 
got this in the record. : 
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MR. SIEGEL: I have a reason which I am willing to disclose 
at the bench and not in the presence of the witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Tell us what the conversation was in 
your own words? A. I tried to explain the card to her and she 
said she knows all about it because she had been in a union for a 
long time. 

Q. That is all? A. That's all. 

Q. Nothing else was said? 

A. No. 

Q. You are absolutely sure? A. I don't recall. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, you testified yesterday that there was 
one employee with whom you had no conversation with either her, her 
husband or son? 

MR. BROWN: What card is that? 

MR. SIEGEL: I can't recall which one it was. That's what I 
am trying to find out. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Is that still your testimony? 

MR. BROWN: I object until the card is identified. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any employee that you now re- 
call who signed with whom you had no conversation with either her, 
her husband or son? 

MR. BROWN: I would object to this Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is overruled. Do you recall any person 
with whom you signed up with whom you had no discussion with her 
husband or son? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 


TRIAL. EXAMINER: Who? 
THE WITNESS: Cancellieri. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Number fifty-six, Salvatria Cancellieri. 


It is still your testimony this morning that you said absolutely noth- 
ing and I use the word nothing was said at that house at that time? 
A. Nothing. 

Q. Is there only one Cancellieri card among the group of 
twenty-three, Mr. Fiamma? Isn't that true that there is only one 
Cancellieri and we don't have any other people by that name here? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: I will tell you there is only one and that . Gen- 
eral Counsel's fifty-six. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, I ask you, Mr. Fiamma, in the light 
of your testimony of about a minute ago, if absolutely nothing was 
said and that was your testimony yesterday afternoon and it is your 
testimony this morning and you are not telling the truth because you 
testified yesterday on redirect that on November 1, 1966 you went to 
see Mrs. Cancellieri and she said that she had a call and she knew 
all about it, isn't that true? : 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

A. Yes. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Something was said? A. I said good 


evening or good afternoon. 

Q. I asked you yesterday and today if nothing was said and 
I asked you this morning if absolutely — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The record speaks for itself now, ‘and 
keep your voice down. 

MR. SIEGEL: I think the record does speak for itself. 

MR. BROWN: That is right, Your Honor. 

MR. SIEGEL: I believe — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't need any further argument from 


anyone. 
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MR. SIEGEL: I am disturbed about this because of what happened 
last night or late yesterday afternoon when the witness disclosed that 
he was using the Examiner's ruling as a cover andI suggest, Mr. Hear- 
ing Examiner, that he was not fully answering questions and this morn- 
ing I specifically and clearly asked him about this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I heard the questions and answers that he 
testified to that nothing was said and no discussion with the woman, 
the husband or the son and he has also testified the woman said that 
she knew all about it. All right. I have heard it. 

MR. SIEGEL: May I have a moment ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I didn't see any sense in questioning 
this witness any further on these cards. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In connection with the cards, all right. Now, 

you have further direct examination, do you, Mr. Brown? 

MR. BROWN: Yes, I do, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, proceed. 

FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, directing your attention to the 
end of January 1967, did you or did you not — didor did not any mem- 
ber of management speak to you about the union? A. Yes. 

Q. Who? A. Mr. Rametta. 

Q. Where? A. Inthe front of the shop. 


Q. Who else was present if anybody? A. Modestino Famigli- 


etti and James Bostick. 

Q. You mean in the street? A. Yes. 

Q. You recall when this conversation took place? A. You 
mean the date? 

Q. What time of day? A. In the morning. 

Q. Now, what did Mr. Rametta say to you and what did you say 


to him? 
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MR. SIEGEL: Objection. There is no testimony that Rametta 

said anything. I think the proper way to bring it out is to ask him what 
happened. ! 
; MR. BROWN: I asked him. 

MR. SIEGEL: I suggest that the General Counsel stop leading 
the witness. 

MR. SUDARSKY: We haven't established the date. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection overruled. Can you establish it 
any more closely ? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I directed your attention to the eni of Janu- 
ary. Can you establish the date with any more accuracy thar that as 
to what the exact date was'in January? A. Either the 26th * 27th. 

Q. Okay. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, counsel would like to know what every- 
body in this conversation had-to say, if anything, and not ies what Mr. 
Rametta said but everything. 

MR. BROWN: May I:proceed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, did or did not Mr. Rametta ey anything 
to you? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Wouid-you tell as what he said to you and what you said to him, 
if anything? A. Well, Mr.:Rametta said to us, ''Boys, you cone need 
the union."' 

TRIAL EXAMINER: ‘You boys don't need the union" 1? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Ail right. 

THE WITNESS: ''The dues you have to pay for the union we could 
get insurance company or Mutual Fund and get benefits out of it.'’ Then, 
he said, ''We don't need to-have strangers to tell us what to do. Tam 
seventy-three years old and wealthy at that and I don't have to keep 
this place open. The only thing I need is the shipping room and I can 


contract all my work out. This is.not a threat, I mean it." ! 
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Q. Is that all that you recall that he said? A. I think so. 

Q. Let metry to refresh your recollection. Was or was 
not something said about anybody getting hurt? A. Oh, yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. Now, that is leading, Mr. Examiner. 

I consider that improper; that is leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. I recognize that there is cer- 
tain leading in refreshing his recollection and I have to take into con- 
sideration how leading it is and evaluate the answer as to whether it 
did refresh his recollection or words were put in his mouth. 

MR. SIEGEL: I would submit for your consideration, Mr. Ex- 
aminer, that the General Counsel did not exhaust the witness' recol- 
lection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Your objection is overruled. 

THE WITNESS: He stated, You boys are going to get hurt and 
you are going to hurt a lot of people also." 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, did anybody else — you testified that 
Mr. Famiglietti and Mr. Bostick were also in this conversation. Did 
or did not either of these other two gentlemen, Mr. Famiglietti and Mr. 
Bostick, say anything to Mr. Rametta that you heard? A. Mr. Famigli- 
ietti said something but I don't recall what he said. 

Q. You recall Mr. Bostick saying anything to Mr. Rametta? 

A. No, I don't. 

Q. You recall Mr. Rametta saying anything that you heard to 
Mr. Famiglietti and Mr. Bostick? A. Well, I think he said, "If you 
boys want to talk to me you know where Iam. You can get me any 
time that you want." 

Q. To whom was he speaking? A. I presume that he was 
speaking to all of us. 


Q. Mr. Fiamma, do you recall at what time of the day this con- 


versation took place? A. About 7:30 in the morning. 
Q. Were there any other employees standing around you when 
this conversation took place? A. No. 
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. Do you know a Lucy Mazzotta? 

. Yes. 

. Who is Lucy Mazzotta? A. An employee of Marie Phillips. 

. During the organizing campaign, Mr. Fiamma, do you — did 
you or did you not speak to her? A. I called her once. | 

Q. And when was thattime? A. I don't recall; in October maybe. 

Q. Was or was not this the only time that you spoke to her concern- 
ing the union, that is what 1 am referring to? A. Yes. | 

Q. The union organizing campaign? A. The only time. 

Q. To the best of your recollection, what did you say to her dur- 
ing this single phone conversation? <A. Well, I told her we’ were trying 
to organize the shop andI would appreciate it if she would sign a union 
card. ! 

Q. Was or was not anything said to her by you during that conver- 
sation about your children or the number of children you ae 
A. Never. | 

Q. Was or was not this the only time that you had occasion to 
speak to her about the organizing campaign? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He already said yes twice. 

MR. BROWN: If he did, fine. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Fiamma, did you or did you not have oc- 


casion to see Lucy Mazzotta's signed card during the organizing cam- 
paign? A. The card? | 

Q. After it was signed? A. No. 

Q. After it was signed? A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection, Mr. Examiner. He asked the heseonin 
and then he answered for the witness and then he stated the witness" 
answer and it was not the same. I would ask that the reporter read it 
back. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Very well. 

(The reporter read the questions and answers ) 

MR. SIEGEL: I will withdraw my objection. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) How did you happen to see her card signed 
after it was signed during the organizing campaign? A. I went to 
see her with a Government agent, Mr. Rodio or something like that. 

Q. I see. Do you know Antonina Giambaluo? A. Yes, I do. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did that have to do with this case, 

Mr. Brown? 

MR. BROWN: Strike that question. I have the wrong name. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did that other series of questions 
have to do with this case? 

MR. BROWN: If your Honor recalls, there was testimony by 
Lucy Mazzotta as to the phone conversation or the conversations be- 
tween Lucy Mazzotta and the witness as to the circumstances surround- 
ing her card signing and I am just bringing out evidence inanswer to 
that testimony. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. BROWN: I have made an error as to the name. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Let me ask the question again since I made 
the mistake on the name; I am sorry. Do you know Antonina Saladino? 
A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Were you or were you not present when she signed her card? 
A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Didor did you not see her sign her card? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Who else, if anybody, was present when she signed her card? 
A. Tommy Spada. 

Q. Was anybody else present? A. Yes, I think it was Ortilia 
Cerejo. 


Q. Did or did you not tell her the purpose of the card before she 


signed it? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And what did you say to her? A. That we were trying to 
organize the place and we need a majority of the people and that was 
just about it. 


353 


Q. Now, in what language were you speaking to her? A. In 


Italian. 

Q. To your knowledge does she — strike that. During this same 
conversation, was or was not anything said to her about her being pro- 
tected if she signed the card? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. I don't think it is necessary to > lead as 
much as you are doing. For example, you could, if it isa matter of re- 
freshing his recollection, ask him if anything was said about protection. 

MR. BROWN: Well, I would consider that leading; I'm sorry. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, get the whole conversation. — 

MR. SIEGEL: Ask him what he said. | 

. (By Mr. Brown) Was anything said to her about being pro- 
tected if she signedthe card? A. I think Tommy Spada said, "You 
don't have to be afraid because to be active in the union you would be 
protected by the union and by the Government, by her job." 

Q. All right. 

MR. BROWN: Nothing further on direct of this aioe 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I would like first to ask, to get 

through the procedure of asking for the witness’ statement. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. | 

MR. SIEGEL: And then, I would like a recess of about five min- 
utes because Mr. Brown has gone into matters that were testified toa 
number of days ago and I would like to have an opportunity t just get 
out my notes on this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You will be given an opportunity t to take as 
much time as you find necessary. 

MR. SIEGEL: I will try to be as brief as possible. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I know that you will. 

CROSS EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, did you give a statement to an 
agent of the U. S. Government regarding your testimony here this morn- 
ing? <A. Yes, I did. 
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Q. To whom did you give it? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, to an agent. 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Smith. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you sign the statement? A. Yes, I did. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I request the General Counsel to 
produce the statement for inspection. 

MR. BROWN: Let the record show that I am handing to Respond- 
ent's counsel the original affidavit of Benny Fiamma given to Mr. Ben- 

jamin Smith. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: We will be off the record while you examine 
it and look at your notes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 


| (Discussion held off the record.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. Are you ready, Mr. Siegel? 

MR. SIEGEL: I am ready, Mr. Examiner. May I explain the 
reason for the delay? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't think you need to do that, sir. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please proceed. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, would you please tell us in 
your own words, repeat for us exactly what Mr. Rametta is supposed 
to have said in late January in the conversation in front of the plant 
at which you and Mr. Famiglietti and Mr. Bostick were present? 
Would you please repeat exactly what was said? A. He said, "You 
boys don't need the union. The dues you have to pay we could get an 
insurance company or Mutual Fund." 

Q. What do you mean by Mutual Fund? A. That is what he 
said. 

Q. You know what a Mutual Fund is? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: You are interrupting the witness. It 
doesn't make any difference whether he knows what a Mutual Fund 
is; that is what Mr. Rametta said. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) So ahead. A. "And draw benefits out 
of it." 

Q. What else? A. Give me a chance, please. 

Q. Sure,Iam sorry. Take all the time you want. A. He 
said, "We don't need no strangers to tell us what to do," or some- 
thing like that. | 

Q. What else? A. Then, he said, ''You boys are going to 
get hurt and you are going to hurt a lot of innocent people. I am 
seventy-three years old and wealthy at that, andI don't need this 
place to keep it open. The only thing I need is a shipping room and 
contract all my work out." 

Q. All right. 

MR. BROWN: Is the witness finished? 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did he say anything else or is that the en- 
tire conversation? What else didhe say, if anything, after that ? 
A. "This is not a threat; I mean it." 

Q. Are those his exact words? 

A. That I can recall, yes. 

Q. Didhe say anything else? A. No. Oh, then, he said, 
"You boys want to see me you know where I am and you can talk to 
me any time." 

Q. Did you talk to anybody about the testimony that you lave 
just related within the last twenty-four hours? A. No. 

Q. Nobody at all? A. Nobody. 

Q. You have a copy of the statement that you gave to the agent 
for the National Labor Relations Board? A. Maybe I got a'copy 
home. 
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Q. Do you have a copy home? A. I got a sheet of paper. I 
don't know whether it is that one or another’ one. 
Q. You have a copy of this sheet. Let the record show that I 


am handing the witness a typewritten copy of the affidavit of Mr. 


Fiamma as furnished to us by the General Counsel. 

MR. BROWN: I object to that question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: Whether he has a copy or not — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I got a copy of that yellow paper. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You have a copy on yellow paper at home? 

A. Yes. I don't think this is it. 

MR. SIEGEL: Let the record show that the witness — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why don't you mark that. ° 

MR. SIEGEL: Mark it as Respondent's Exhibit No. 8 for identi- 
fication, the affidavit of Mr. Fiamma as given to Benjamin Smith on 
February 23, 1967. 

MR. BROWN: What is the other one? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The other one is the typewritten copy. 


(The document above-referred to 
was marked Respondent's Exhibit 
No. 8 for identification.) 


MR. SIEGEL: I am only talking about the affidavit of this morn- 
ing and I am not talking about anything else. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You have this affidavit, Mr. Fiamma, marked 
Respondent's Exhibit No. 8 for identification, which talks about the con- 
versation that you claim you had with Mr. Rametta, you and the other 
menin January? A. Correct. 

Q. Isn't it true that you read over that affidavit a number of times 
last night and this morning? A. No. 

Q. You have not looked at the affidavit at all since the day you 
gave it? 
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MR. BROWN: Objection. He didn't say that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He is being asked that. 

THE WITNESS: Not in the past twenty-four hours, no. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Well, when was the last time you looked at 
the affidavit? A. Sometime last week. | 

Q. What day last week? . A. I don't recall what day. 


Q. You don't recall what day you looked at it? A. No. 
* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, would you please repeat in 


your own words exactly what Mr. Rametta is supposed to have said 

late in January in the conversation you have been telling us about in 
front of the plant with Mr. Bostick and Mr. Famiglietti present ? 

A. Well, he said, "You boys don't need the union. With the dues 

that you have to pay we could get an insurance company or Mutual 

Fund and get benefits out of it." Then, he stated, "You boys are going 
to get hurt and you are also going to hurt a lot of people. I am seventy- 
three years old and wealthy at that, andI don't have to have this place 
open. The only thing I need is a shipping room and contract all my 
work out and this is not a threat, I mean it." 

Q. Is that all? A. Then, he said, "If you boys want to see me 
you know where you can reach me," and stuff like that. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Fiamma, when did you give the 
affidavit marked — strike that. You recall when and where you gave 
the affidavit marked Respondent's Exhibit No. 8 for identification, the 
affidavit relating to this testimony that you just mentioned? : A. March, 
I guess. . 

Q. I can't hear you? 

A. March. 

Q. In March, and do you remember whether it was early March 
or late March? A. Early March. 

Q. Early March? A. Yes. 
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Q. Where did you give the affidavit? A. The Albany Jewish 
Center. 


Q. And do you recall who the Government agent was who took 


the affidavit? A. Benjamin Smith. 

Q. Now, was anybody else there, any other employees present 
at the time that you gave that affidavit? A. I don't think so. 

Q. You are sure? A. I don't recall, let's put it that way. 

Q. Wasn't Mr. Famiglietti there at that time? A. Not at 
that time, no. 

Q. He was not there at that time? <A. No. 

Q. I see. 

MR. SIEGEL: May we go off the record? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Famiglietti, so you will not be con- 
fused, we are all aware that you gave two statements. You recall 
when you gave the other statement? Now, I don't want to confuse 
you, so why don't I ask you this way; can you tell us, the date on 
which you gave each of the statements ? 

MR. BROWN: I object. We are only involved with one state- 
ment here. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I don't recall, no. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Well, do you recall which statement you 
gave first, the statement about the testimony you have been telling us 
about here this morning or the statement with regard to the solicita- 
tion of cards? A. I think the cards were first. 

Q. Would it surprise you, Mr. Fiamma, if I told you that the 
statements were given three weeks apart and the statement on the 
cards was given second? A. I don't remember. 
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Q. You don't remember? A. No. 

Q. What did you have for breakfast on the morning of this con- 
versation with Mr. Rametta that was supposed to have taken place? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What were you wearing? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) What was Mr. Rametta wearing that ay? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What was the weather that morning? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. Pretty good. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) What do you mean by pretty good? A. It 

was pretty good; it was not raining or anything. 

Q. And where in front of the plant this — was this conversation 
supposed to have taken place? A. By the door. 

Q. L[amsorry? A. By the door. 

Q. Who else was with Mr. Rametta? A. Mr. Bostick. 

Q. Anybody else? A. Myself and Modestino Famiglietti. 

Q. Was anybody else there? A. No. 

Q. When was the last time that you asked — discussed your testi- 

mony about this incident in front of the plant with any woe from 
the National Labor Relations Board? A. I don't recall exactly. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Within the past week? ! 

THE WITNESS: Yes, last week. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Within the past week? A. Yes. — 

Q. As a matter of fact, it was Monday night, wasn't it? A. Yes. 


Q. In that period of an hour and a half when you were at the How- 
ard Johnson's Motel? A. Yes. 
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Q. Didn't you read the affidavit in Mr. Brown's presence that 
night? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. So that you saw the affidavit as late as Monday night. Did 
you take a copy of the affidavit home with you from that meeting? 
A. No. 

Q. How many times did you go over the affidavit with Mr. Brown? 


A. Once. 

Q. That night? A. Once. 

Q. And who did you go over the affidavit with him? 

A. I just read it. 

Q. Did he ask you any questions? A. Yes. 

Q. You are sure you only went over it once with him? A. That's 
what I said. 

Q. That was enough? A. That was enough. 

Q. He was satisfied? 

MR. BROWN: I would object to that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: I move on my own motion that it be stricken from 
the record. 

MR. BROWN: Physically. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, you testified that this incident occurred 
January 26th or January 27th; how do you remember that that was the 
exact date that it was on either one of those days, two days? A. The 
day before Friday it was Wednesday or Thursday, I don't recall exactly. 
It was the end of the week. 

Q. The day before a Friday? A. Well, yes. 

Q. Isn't it possible that this conversation took place in February 
the second or third, which is a day or two before a Friday? A. No. 

Q. Why not? A. Because February third is my birthday. 

Q. You remember it didn't happen on your birthday? A. No. 
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Q. What about it happening the week before the 26th or 27th; 
how can you be positive that it was on the 26th or 27th? A. I said 
it was either the 26th or the 27th. It was the end of the month, the 
last week of the month. 

Q. How many people walked by you while you were stariding 
at the gate having this discussion? A. I don't know, many. 

Q. What time of the morning was it? A. About 7:30. 

Q. You testified, Mr. Fiamma, that Mr. Rametta talked to you 
about getting more insurance benefits. Didn't you discuss with him 
at that time in this conversation the insurance benefits that the com- 
pany already gave the employees? A. No. | 

Q. Isn't it a fact that the company does pay for insurance for 
the employees? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. All right. I'm sorry. Thank you, 
Your Honor. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) Was anybody else present when you hoon 
over your testimony with Mr. Brown? A. Yes. 

Q. Who? A. Mr. Rosemere. 

Q. Anybody else? A. No. 

Q. Had you ever gone over that particular testimony in regard 


to the conversation that I have been asking you about at any time other — 


did you ever go over this testimony with anybody else at any other 
time? A. No. 


Q. Didn't you go over it with the union people? A. No. 


Q. You never told the union people about this conversation? 
A. I might have; I don't recall. 

Q. Well, think hard, Mr. Fiamma? A. I don't remember. 

Q. I ask you to please answer this question yes or no. Did you 
ever discuss the substance of this conversation that you have been tell- 
ing us about with Mr. Rametta or with any person from the union? 

A. No. 
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Q. With Mr. Smith from the Labor Board, was he the first one 
you ever discussed it with? 

A. Yes, I did; I discussed it with Mr. Smith. 

Q. He was — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What was the answer. Please read it? 

(The reporter read the last answer.) 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And he was the only person you ever talked 
with about this conversation from the day it happened until the day you 
gave an affidavit toMr. Smith? A. I discussed it with my friends. 

Q. Who? A. With the cutters. 

Q. You did discuss it with Mr. Famiglietti, didn't you? 

A. Possibly. 

Q. Did you or didn't you? A. I don't remember if it was him 
or somebody else. 

Q. You remember the exact words that Mr. Rametta used on the 
morning of January 26th or 27th don't you, Mr. Fiamma? A. Yes. 

Q. You don't recall whether you talked about that conversation 
with Mr. Famiglietti? A. It could have been somebody else. 

Q. Now, Mr. Fiamma, you testified about the question of protec- 
tion with regard to one of the employees here this morning; you recall 
which employee that was? A. Yes, Saladino. 

Q. And isn't it true that Mr. Spada brought the question up about 
protection? A. Yes. 

Q. She didn't ask about it, Mr. Spada mentioned it? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. There is no testimony that she asked 
about it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Fiamma, didn't you tell us — strike that. 


Didn't you tell Lucy Mazzotta if she signed the card she would be doing 


you abigfavor? A. No. 
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Q. And that nobody would get hurt and you were a family man 
with three kids, didn't you tell her that? A. No. | 
Q. When she testified under oath that you told her this she is 
wrong, is that your testimony? . A. She is wrong, yes, she is. 
@. And you are right? A. You bet I'm right. | 
* * * * 
Whereupon, 
MANDER LEE HENDERSON 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Henderson, do you work for Marie 


Phillips Company? A. Yes. 
Q. How long have you worked for Marie Phillips? A. Well, 


since 1963 in July. | 

Q. What is your job at Marie Phillips? A. A presser. 

Q. Miss Henderson, did you sign a card for the union? A. Yes. 

Q. Miss Henderson, I show you what has been marked as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 67, andI ask you if you recognize it? A. Yes. 

Q. What is that, please? A. What is it? : 

Q. What is this Exhibit? A. A union card. | 

Q. Now, is that your signature onthe card? A. Yes. 

Q. Did or did you not fill in the rest of the card? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you tell us, please, when you filled out the card? A. If 
I am not mistaken, January the 13th. 

Q. Is that the same day that you signed it? A. Yes. 

Q. Who gave youthe card? A. James Bostick. | 

Q. After you signed and filled out the card, what did you do with 
it? A. I gave it back to him. | 
* * 


364 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * a * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I see. Now, did Mr. Bostick — strike that. 
Did you ask Mr.. Bostick if the other girls had signed cards? A. Well, 

they had told me all the pressers had signed and I was the only 
one left out in the pressing department. 

Q. Who told youthat? A. Well, it was Bostick — no, it was 
Ethel Hall. 

Q. Ethel Hall? A. Yes. 

Q. Had you been told that before you signed the card? A. No. 

Q. When did she tell you that? A. After. 

Q. After you signed the card? A. Yes. 

Q. Did anybody tell you this after you signed the — well, when did 
she tell you this after you signed the card? A. Well, I think it was 
about 1:00 o'clock and we were talking about it and so, then, the subject 
came up that I was the last one to sign a card over in the pressing de- 


partment. 


Q. Had anybody from the union talked to you before you signed 


the card about how many of the other pressers had signed? A. Not 
before, they did afterwards. 

Q. You know why the subject came up? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is not important at all is it, sir, what the 
conversation was after she signed the card? 

MR. SIEGEL: I think it is. She testified that Bostick came back 
to her. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That was after. 

MR. SIEGEL: Before she filled out the rest of the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't understand that as being her testi- 
mony. Did you fill out the rest of the card before you had this conver- 
sation with Ethel Hall? 

THE WITNESS: The second part — the first part, I did. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: What about the second part? 

THE WITNESS: I was doing the second part and that is when we 
were talking about it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It was while you were filling it out or after? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I finished everything but what was the part 
of what kind of work you do. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, you signed the card in January? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Did you have a discussion with anybody in the shop about 


signing the cardbefore this? A. Before January? 

Q. Yes. A. No, I just came back to work. 

Q. And did you have any conversation with anybody about signing 

a card from the date you came back to work to the day you signed 
the card? A. No. 

Q. Did anybody ask you to sign a card when you first came back 
to work, the first day or second day you were back? A. Well, I think 
it was about the second or third day after I was back to work. 

MR, BROWN: Has it been established when she came back to 
work? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that — you signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Only two or three days back when you signed 
the card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Counsel wants to know whether before the day 
you signed the card if anybody spoke to you about signing the card? 

THE WITNESS: Well, they mentioned they were trying to get a 
union and everybody was signing and they had over fifty percent of the 
people. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who told you that? A. Bostick, Ethel Hall, 
Ethel Campbell and Ida Thomas. 
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Q. They told you the day before you signed the card? A. That 
happened about, I think it was Monday or Tuesday. 
. Monday or Tuesday? A. Yes. 
. Now, January 13th was a Friday? A. Yes. 
. And you came back to work on that first Monday, the 9th? 


. The beginning of the week? A. Yes. 
. And it was the early part of the week that these people, Mr. 
Bostick and the others told you that over fifty percent of the people had 


already signedcards? A. Yes. 


Q. Isee. And you believed this to be true at the time you signed 
the card? A. Ihad no reason to doubt it. 

Q. Would you have signed the card if that had not been true? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion about the meaning 
of the words "strictly confidential" on the card, Miss Henderson? 
A. Yes, Mr. Cooper talked to us about that. 

Q. What did Mr. Cooper say? 

MR. BROWN: Can we find out when this conversation was? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was this before you signed the card or af- 
ter you signed? 

THE WITNESS: It was after we signed. 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there any discussion about the "strictly 
confidential” before you signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: No, nobody mentioned that. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) There was a discussion by Mr. Cooper after? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 
A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: I am going to claim it. 


MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may. be heard. 

MR. SIEGEL:. The question goes to the matter affecting whether 
or not any employees might.have — | 

MR. ROSEMERE:. Excuse me, Mr. Examiner, but ators counsel 
tells us what he has in mind, may we excuse the witnesses from the 
room, please? : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, let me see, now. Yes, would pee 
please step out and the other ladies, too. 

(The witnesses stepped out of the room.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please close the door and we will send for 
you right away. 

MR. SIEGEL: This goes to the question, for example, if any em- 
ployee attempted to revoke their cards or secure them back what they 

were told as to the meaning of those words. We consider the 
presence of those words on all the cards to be extremely crucial in 
this case and I think that this witness should be permitted to testify as 
to what Mr. Cooper said without regard to when he might have said it, 


because it may go to the subsequent attempts by other employees to re- 


voke their cards. 

MR. BROWN: The General Counsel, if Your Honor please, in re- 
sponse to that on the Respondent's inquiry into these cards, of if any 
of these card signers sought to revoke their.Authorization cards we, 
of course, would like to know that, too; however, as to any other mat- 
ters that occurred after the card was signed, I would object on the 
grounds of it being immaterial. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I will overrule the objection. Please call 
the witnesses back. 

(The witnesses returned to the hearing room.) 3 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you, very much, ladies. Proceed, 


counsel. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would you please tell us — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: First of all, find out when and where. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Where did Mr. Cooper make this statement 
about the meaning of the words "strictly confidential"; where did he 
say that? A. It was at the house of Benny Fiamma where we had the 

first meeting, the first one that I went to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: At Benny's house? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who was there? A. Let me see. Myself, 
Ethel Hall, Ed Walton, Benny, I don't know all their names — Cooper, 
Artie, Rosen and there was another one. What was her name? I can't 
think of the other woman's name and mostly all the cutters was there. 

Q. When was this meeting; what was the date? A. Let me see. 
I signed my card on the 13th; it was about the middle of the week, al- 
most going on two weeks. I signed my card that Friday and a week 
went by, the middle of the next week. 

Q. What did Mr. Cooper say about the words "strictly confiden- 
tial"? A. He toldus that they would — there would be nobody that 
would see our cards unless we give him permission to. He said they 
had shown one to Mr. Rametta and I think he said they showed Holly's 
card because Holly gave them permission and Benny's card and I think 
it was two more cutters’ card that he showed them. He said that our 
cards would not be shown unless we gave them our permission to show 
these cards. 


Q. Did anybody at that meeting give Mr. Cooper permission to 
show their cards to anybody else? A. No. 
Q. All right. Did you believe Mr. Cooper when he said that he 


would not show this card to anybody else? 
MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Yes. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) One other question, Miss Henderson. Do 
you wish to have your card that you signed for the union returned to 
you? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: . Overruled. 

A. I would like it, yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you, very much. No other question of 
this witness, 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any redirect? 

MR. BROWN: May we have a moment? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Henderson, when you were present 
while Mr. Cooper was speaking to you, I believe with Mr. Fiamma at 
his house, did Mr. Cooper at that time say what he planned to do with 
the cards? A. He didn't say that until about a month later ale at 
the union hall. | 

Q. I see. So, at Benny Fiamma's house, precisely what did Mr. 
Cooper say as you recall it? A. Well, someone brought the question 
up about the cards and he said that the only way that anybody would see 
our cards was if we gave our consent and we didn't give our CE no- 
body would see tnaem. 

Q. You know whether somebody asked this question of Mr. Cooper 
or whether Mr. Cooper announced this? A. They asked questions and 
the question came up about the cards. | 

Q. You recall anything else about that particular conversation by 
Mr. Cooper? A. Not about the cards. 

Q. Well, now, with respect to the cards, let me see if I can refresh 
your recollection. Was anything said about with respect to the cards now 
about a third party looking at the cards? A. The only thing was some- 
body that would see the cards would be a Government man; whoever that 
is, I don't know. : 
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Q. Was anything said about showing the cards to the employer? 
A. Not unless you give your consent. 
* * * * 
Whereupon, 
LOUISE ROSSANO 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Rossano, do you work for Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. How long have you worked there? A. I have been working 
for them for twenty-one years. 

Q. And what is the job that you have there? A. A machine 
operator. 

Q. Mrs. Rossano, did you sign a card for the union? A. I 
signed the card because Mr. Fiamma called me up on the phone and — 

Q. Mrs. Rossano — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just answer the question. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Try to confine yourself to the questions. 
A. I did sign a card. 

MR. SIEGEL: Could we see a copy of that. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Rossano, I show you a document 
that has been marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 68, andI ask you if you recognize it? A. Yes, that's my signa- 
ture. 

Q. That is your signature on the card? A. That is right. 

Q. All right. Now, will you take a look at the card, Mrs. Ros- 
sano and please tell us whether you filled out the rest of the card or 
not? A. I filled out the rest of that card, yes. 
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Q. Can you tell us when you filled it out? 

A. It was in October. 

Q. Well, is the date shown on the card the date in which you filled 
it out? A. I don't remember. i 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, at the time you put down the date, did 
you believe you were putting down the correct date? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did put down the correct date. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Who gave you the card, Mrs. Rossano? 
A. I was supposed to find the card in my drawer andI did, and I signed 
it and Mr. Fiamma told me somebody would pick it up andI don't know 
who did it that is all he told me. He told me I wouldn't have any trouble 
or anything and that's why I signed it or else I would have never signed 
it. 


Q. Well, if I understand you, Mrs. Rossano, somebody ca you 


that you would find a card in your drawer? A. That is right. 

Q. Can you tell us who told you that? A. Mr. Fiamma told me 
on the phone when he called me up. 

Q. After you had the conversation with Mr. Fiamma, aia you look 
in the drawer for the card? A. WhenI went to work the next morning 
I did find the card in the drawer. 

Q. Was that the time when you filled it out? 

A. That is right. 

Q. And you filled it out at the shop? A. At the shop where no- 
body saw me. | 

Q. You were all by yourself? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, after you completely filled it out, what did you do with 
it? A. I left it in the drawer because he told me ree was sup- 


posed to pick it up. 
Q. If I understand you correctly, you acted Bccondings to Mr, 
Fiamma's instructions? A. Yes. 
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Q. Now, did you look at the drawer sometime after you put it 
there to find out whether it was gone? A. The next morning it was 
gone. 

x 

Whereupon, 

THERESA GENTILE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

*x * * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Gentile, how long have you been an 
employee of Marie Phillips? A. Twenty-two years. 

Q. What job do you hold? A. Mostly everything. 

Q. What is your classification? A. Right now, sorter, but 
like I say, I do everything. 


Q. Directing your attention to the beginning of November 1966, 


did you or did you not have occasion to speak to any member of com- 
pany’s management ? A. You mean about the union? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. And who was that? A. Mr. Rametta, Mrs. Pricone. 

Q. And was there a conversation about the union? A. They 
asked me if I signed for the union. 

Q. Where did they ask you this? A. In the office. 

Q. You recall who asked you, you mentioned a Mrs. Pricone. 
A. Mrs. Pricone. 

Q. What did you saytoher? A. She asked me if I signed. 

Q. What did you say, if anything? A. I said yes. 

Q. Did she say anything else? A. Well, she didn't like the 
idea but I don't remember just what she said. 

Q. Well, how did you get— A. They told me I shouldn't have 
signed it because she said, I didn't expect it from me, that I am one of 
the family. They treated me good all these years and they didn't ex- 


pect this from me. 
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Q. Is that all that you can recall that she said to you? | A. I 
guess SO. | 
Q. Okay. Now, was Mr. Rametta in the office during this time? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Didor did not Mr. Rametta say anything to you? A. Yes, 
he talked about the union and he said that they didn't want the union 
in the shop. | 

Q. Who didn't? A. Mr. Rametta. | 

Q. Didhe say anything else? A. Well, what he saidI don't 
recall but what it was, that I didn't have no business to sign the union 


card and it is true, andI told Mr. Smith myself when he come over to 


the house — 

Q. I am not asking you that. 

MR. SIEGEL: May the witness finish her answer? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, that is a volunteered answer. is 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What I am asking you, Mrs. Gentile, 
during this time that you were speaking to Mrs. Pricone in the of- 
fice and Mr. Rametta, I am asking you now to tell us if Mr. Rametta 
said anything to you about a union? You can take your Sanea we are 
not in any hurry. A. Well, I believe that the — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, try to answer the question. just 
answer the questions. You recall anything else that Mr. Rametta 
said to you? | 

THE WITNESS: These people passed out many cards and they 
came over to my house andI wish I never did sign the card. If you 
give it to me right now I would rip it up. | 

MR. BROWN: I ask that the witness — | 

THE WITNESS: I get no peace in the house or in the shop; I get 
no peace, 

MR. BROWN: Iam sorry about that, Mrs. Gentile. 

THE WITNESS: I felt like a criminal. The minute I signed the 
card they come over to the house and asked, did you sign, and is this 


a free country or not? 
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MR. BROWN: Yes, it is, Mrs. Gentile; that is why we are here 
trying to determine this. 

THE WITNESS: I can fight my own battles. IfI want a raise I 
can ask for it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I am asking you please not to volunteer any 
more. I have given you this opportunity because I believe you are emo- 
tionally upset about this situation put, in any event, would you now take 
your time and simply tell us what Mr. Rametta said to you, if anything, 
about the union. Just tell us what Mr. Rametta said to you and that's all. 

THE WITNESS: He said the union — he had the union before; he 
had experience with the union. He said, "I know what they are." He 
said, "You are not the boss any more after they come in, they boss you.” 
That's what he said and I believe it. 

Q. Is that all that you recall him saying? A. We talked about 
the cards, putting in thirty-five hours. If they went to the union they 
wouldn't be making as much money as they were making now. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I have the answer read back. 

(The reporter read back the last answer.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did he say about thirty-five hours? 

THE WITNESS: In other words, if they signed the cards and they 
were making overtime, he would have to cut the overtime down. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did he say about the amount of money 
that you were making? 

THE WITNESS: No, he didn't say anything about money. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Something about wages or something of that 
sort? 

THE WITNESS: Well, he said that they would cut the hours down. 
Instead of getting time and a half, we would get straight time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Didhe say when, if any time, the hours would 


be cut, the overtime would be stopped? A. No. 
Q. Excuse me? A. I don't remember. 
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Q. You don't remember when he said this would happen? A. No. 


Q. Mrs. Gentile, did you give a statement to an attorney, Benjamin 
Smith, of the National Labor Relations Board? A. Yes. | 

Q. At the time that you gave the statement did you swear that what 
was in the statement was true? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you sign this statement? A. I signed the satamnont but af- 
ter I noticed what I told him, he didn't write everything. He copied just 
what I had down but he didn't write what I toldhim. I didn't have the right 
to sign that paper. | 

Q. In other words, you read the statement before you signed it? 

A. He read it to me. 

Q. Was what he read to you as being in the statement what you had 

toldhim? A. Yes. : 


* * * * | * 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Gentile, let me show you this statement; 
is this your signature on the statement? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, you say that Mr. Smith read this to you? A. Ee 

Q. Was there any reason why Mr. Smith read this to you? A. To 
find out if it was the truth, if I said yes or no. 

Q. Now, I show you this statement and I ask you to start reading 
this statement right here where it says Frank Rametta. Is it hard for 
you to read that writing? : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Let me know, please, if you can't read it. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Start with Frank Rametta here and! read it 
to yourself. Can you read that writing? A. Yes. So that is what I 
said, the union will never come in. | 

Q. So now, after reading the statement, can you remember what 
else he said. Have you finished reading the whole statement, now? 
Before you start talking, how far down did you read? . A. To here. 

Q. You read the statement? A. Yes. | 

Q. Is your memory now refreshed as to what he did tell you ? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. Could you now tell us what Mr. Rametta told you on that same 
day that Mrs. Pricone spoke to you? A. He never wants to see the 
union in the shop. He would close the shop first before he would let the 
union get in. 

Q. What else didhe say? A. That is somebody's writing; I just 
signed the statement. 

Q. Is that what you toldMr.Smith? A. I told Mr. Smith and 
after that he didn't write down, he just wrote what was there. 

Q. But what you told Mr. Smith was what Mr. Rametta told you, 
is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. I am asking you to tell us, after reading the statement again to 

refresh your recollection, what Mr. Rametta said to you on that 
morning? A. That he no want the union. 

Q. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That he would close down the shop? 

THE WITNESS: Right; he would rather close the shop. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Anything else? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) What's that? A. He would rather close the 
shop. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And what? 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) You told us something about he mentioned 


hours or overtime? A. No, he toldus if the union gets in it wouldn't 
no more be the same place, the hours would go down and we wouldn't be 
able to take a job and you do one job and that's it and then you go home 
if there is no work. 

Q. How long did this conversation last? A. Ten minutes. 

Q. Now, directing your attention to the middle of that same 
month of November of '66, did you have occasion to speak again to Mr. 
Rametta? A.'I speak all the time to Mr. Rametta. 
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Q. You recall the conversation in the middle of November of '66 

with Mr. Rametta in which he discussed a raise in pay with you? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. And what was that conversation? A. He toldme, "You know 
what to do if you want anything; you just come to me, " which is true. 

Q. Didhe say anything else? A. He said, "Any time you have 
a problem you just come to me and I will take care of you." : 

Q. Now, soon after you had this conversation with Mr. Rametta, 
did you or did you not receive a wage increase? A. Yes. | 

Q. And how long after to the best of your recollection did you 
receive this wage increase after you spoke to Mr. Rametta? | | A. About 
a month after. 

Q. About a month after? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you recall if it was less than the month later? 
A. Maybe two weeks, maybe three, I don't know. 

Q. You don't remember? A. No. 

Q. Mrs. Gentile, let me see if I can refresh your recollection as 
to your memory. Now, I direct your attention to the same statement 
that I showed to you before, which has been marked as General Counsel's 

Exhibit No. 69, and I ask you just to read this last line in this last | 
paragraph of your testimony starting with the word here and read it your- 
self. Have you finished the sentence? A. Yes. : 

Q. Now, having read the sentence, do you now recall how soon af- 
ter you spoke to Mr. Rametta that you received the wage increase? 
A. I don't; maybe it was a couple of weeks, maybe a week, I just don't 
remember. | 


Q. After having read the statement you could not remember ? 


A. The statement, I didn't write the statement. They wrote the state- 


ment and I don't remember. 
Q. Well, did not Mr. Smith read back your statement to you before 
you signed it; this is what you said before? A. CanlI speak freely here. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, you see, Mrs. Gentile — 

THE WITNESS: These people come to your house and they put 
words in your mouth. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is perhaps regrettable, particularly to 
you, but in a legal proceeding, in a hearing, the attorneys ask the 
questions and then you just answer the questions and that will be true 
when Mr. Siegel or Mr. Sudarsky ask you questions also. It is just 
not proper to volunteer and we understand that you wish that you 
could just tell us everything that is on your mind but that isn't the 

way it is done. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mrs. Gentile, let me ask you this. 
You say that you received a wage increase any time from a week to 
a month after you talked to Mr. Rametta to the best of your recollec- 
tion? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, prior to this time, the time you received the wage in- 
crease, when was the last time that you had received a wage increase? 
A. Six months before. 

Q. You recall when before that? A. No. 

Q. Was it more than or less than six months before that time? 
A. About six months. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have anything further on direct with 
this witness? 

MR. BROWN: No, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Cross examine. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Gentile, this conversation that you were 


telling us about with Mr. Rametta in the office, was this a conversation — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Where Mrs. Pricone was present. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) The one where Mrs. Pricone was present, 
was this conversation about what Mr. Rametta believed happened 


if there was a union contract in a dress company ? 
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MR. BROWN: Objection, unless she knows. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mr. Rametta tell you that under a union 
contract that some of the employees work only a thirty-five hour week? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. And was it in the course of this discussion that Mr. Rametta 
mentioned that part about if the work ran out on your regular job that 
you didn't get moved to another job to fill out the day but you were sent 
out if there was no work? A. Yes. i 

Q. And was this entire discussion that you had with Mr. Rametta 
or that he had with you about the hours and the cutters all at the same 
time? A. Yes. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I find that I have a couple of questions to 
ask, sir, that are on my mind now. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right, Mr. Examiner. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How did you happen to be in the office with 
Mrs. Pricone? 

THE WITNESS: I go there a lot. I go in and out of the office all 
the time. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You just happened to be there, you 

weren't sent for? | 

THE WITNESS: No, they didn't call me, no. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, the next question is what is the practice 
in the shop when work runs out, do they put you on another job? 

THE WITNESS: I do everything, yes. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that true or do they send employees home 
when they run out of work? | 

THE WITNESS: They always manage to keep the work | to a full day. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you very much. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mr. Rametta talk about other shops that 
had a union contract closing down? A. Mr. Rametta told me all the ex- 


periences that he had which I believe because I had experience myself 


with a union. 
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Q. Were these experiences at another company? A. Yes. 

Q. And did Mr. Rametta tell you that he knew of other shops 
that where after the union had gotten in, this caused the shop to close 
down? Let me rephrase that if you don't understand it. Did Mr. 
Rametta tell you of his previous experiences with companies where 
he had worked where they hada union? A. They hada union before. 

Q. I see. And that also took place during this conversation that 
you have been telling us about in the office with Mrs. Pricone? 

A. Not that time, not that day, this was after. 

Q. This was another afternoon? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you get the idea that Mr. Rametta believed that he was 
against the union because he didn't think it was a good thing? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

A. Yes, sir. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And to explain why he felt this way he was 


telling you about his experiences at other places? A. Yes. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did he ever say to you directly, Mrs. Gen- 
tile, that you were going to get hurt? <A. No, he didn't tell me that. 

Q. Dideither Mrs. Pricone say to you that you were in trouble 
because you signedthe card? A. Never. 

Q. Did the union people ever talk to you about being in trouble? 

A. I- 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't understand the purpose of the question- 


MR. SIEGEL: I will withdraw it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You customarily do a lot of miscellaneous 
things that require you to go in and out of the office, like outside buying 
things for the company? A. Yes. 
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| 
Q. So the office is no strange place to you? A. I go through 


there all the time. 

Q. I see. You have talked to Mrs. Pricone and Mr. Rametta 
there over the years in the office? A. Yes. : 

Q. Were you subpoenaed to come here today and testify? 

A. Yes. | 

Q. And did anybody tell you that you were entitled to have a 
lawyer come with you if you wanted? 

MR. BROWN: I object to these questions. I don't know what 
they mean. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, how many times did the union ‘approach 
you about signing a card before you did sign? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. That is beyond the scope of airect. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, we will make her our witness at 
this point to expedite the matter on this next subject. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think we are having enough trouble getting 
through the General Counsel's case. I think it would be better if you 
want her to testify of this that you call her back as your witness. I 
don't want to have the defense in with this affirmative General Coun- 
sel's case. I think you have got a complicated record now without 
making it worse. 

MR. SIEGEL: In other words, it is your feeling that we should 
present the testimony on the card, Mrs. Gentile's card, as to what did 
or didn't happen as part of the — ; 

TRIAL EXAMINER: As part of your defense if you care to. 

MR. SIEGEL: I just thought it would save some time. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I am afraid that it would just complicate an 
already complicated record. 

MR. SIEGEL: If I may have a moment, Mr. praminer? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sure. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Is that statement marked for identification? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: I thought it was. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have already seen it for that matter. 

MR. SIEGEL: I am just asking you if I can geta look at it 
again for a second. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How long have you worked for the company, 
Mrs. Gentile? A. I used to work there when I was single andI got 
married and it is twenty-two years now steady after I went back. 

Q. You have been there twenty-two years and is this statement 
that you gave to Mr. Smith, is this only part of what you told him that 
day? A. Yes. 

* 

Whereupon, 

THOMAS SPADA 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


. (By Mr. Rosemere) You work for Marie Phillips? A. Yes, 


How long have you worked for Marie Phillips ? 

. Twelve years. 

. What is your job there? A. Press cutter. 

. Did you sign a card for the union? A. Yes, I did. 

. IL show you what has been marked as General Counsel's Ex- 
hibit No. 70 for identification, andI ask you if you can recognize that 
document? A. Yes, that's my writing. 

Q. What is that document? A. A union card. 

Q. Is that your signature on that card? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Did or did not you fill out anything else on that card? 
A. The whole thing. 
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Q. Can you tell us when you filled out the card? A. Septem- 
ber the 9th. 

Q. What year, sir? A. 1966. 

Q. When did you get — strike that. Where did you get ere card 
from? A. Artie Appel. | 

Q. And what did you do with the card after you filled it out 2 

A. I gave it back to him. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I offer General Counsel's Exhibit No. 70 into 
evidence andI show the original to the Respondent's counsel. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I ask now, sir, how many more cards 
you expect to introduce into evidence. | 

MR. ROSEMERE: I think it is one more, sir. | 


TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Proceed, counsel. 
MR. ROSEMERE: We are trying to get a more precise answer 


to your question. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: That is all right about one. 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Sometime in January of this year did 


you have a conversation with any member of management ? A. Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: When was that? 
MR. ROSEMERE: In January, sometime in January of this year. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 
. (By Mr. Rosemere) Can you tell us when in January that con- 
versation took place? A. January 12th; it was ona Thursday. 
Q. With whom did you have this conversation? A. Mr. Rametta. 
Q. Was anybody else present? A. There were other people in the 
outside office and I was in the inner office with Mr. Rametta. 
Q. Do I understand then that this took place in Mr. Rametta's of- 
fice? <A. Yes. | 
Q. Inthe plant? A. Yes. 
Q. Can you tell us, please, what Mr. Rametta said to you and what 


you saidto Mr. Rametta? A. Mr. Rametta called me in and he said he 
wanted to know how many kids I had and when I told him I had three, he 
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said, "I always thought you had one."" He said, ''You could use more 
money.” I said, "I can always use more money." He said, "Well, next 
week you are going to finda little something extra in your envelope.” 
Then, he went on, "I heard that you boys are signing union cards." He 
said, "I will tell you one thing, that as long as I live there will be no 
union that will ever get in and nobody is going to tell me how to run 

my place. If a union gets in I will make sure you boys only work thirty- 
five hours a week, which at the end of the year you are going to wind up 
losing money instead of gaining.” I started to go out the door and he 
leaned out on the railing and he said, "Please, Tom, talk to the boys 
and see what you can do and don't worry, I will take care of you as 
long as you are a good boy.” 

Q. Well, do you recall anything else in that conversation, Mr. 

Spada? A. Oh, yes; he said that if the union gets in all the 
women would be out of a job and he would just give all the work to the 
contractors. 

Q. You recall anything else? A. Whatever overtime they make, 
is just like charity. 

Q. Is that all you recall? A. That's all I remember. 

Q. Mr. Spada, do you recall whether anything was said about 
strike? A. Yes, he said if we did go on strike he had contractors 
ready to do our work and we wouldn't be gaining and the only thing we 
were going to do was walk up and down the sidewalk. 

Q. You recall anything else? A. No. 

Q. Do you recall if anything was said about cutters? A. Yes, 


he said he would get two more cutters to make sure we don't get any 


more overtime. 

Q. You recall anything else, Mr. Spada? A. That's all. 

Q. Well, let me see if I can refresh your recollection. Did Mr. 
Rametta say anything about behind his back? A. That we should 
never have signed in back of him because he was always nice to us. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: What difference does that make, counsel. 
Is there anything illegal in Mr. Rametta telling employees that they 
shouldn't have signed cards behind his back? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Well, it is the General Counsel's contention 
that in the context of this conversation it was illegal. It is quite 
probable that in isolation it might be there was no violation but it is 


our position that in the circumstances in which this statement was 


made it was of illegal character. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right; go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) After this conversation with Mr. 
Rametta in which you say that Mr. Rametta mentioned about finding 
something in your envelope, did you or did you not find something in 
your envelope after that? A. No,I didn't. 

Q. Mr. Spada, was anything said about talking to the boys? 

A. I said that already. 

Q. I wasn't quite sure. A. He wanted me to talk to the boys 
to see what I could do and he would take care of me as long as I was 
a good boy. 

* * 


Courtroom 262 

Federal Building 

Main Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Thursday, May 25, 1967 


* * * 
Whereupon, 
SALVATORE MALLUZZO 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * i * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Malluzzo, do the departments in 
the plant have numbers that designate them ? 

A. Yes. 


Q. Isthatso? A. Yes. 

Q. And do the individual employees’ records show these depart- 
ment designation numbers? A. Yes. 

Q. What department number shows on Viola Green's payroll 
record and you may search through those records? A. 306. 

Q. What department does number 306 identify? A. Shipping. 

Q. What department number shows on Jacqueline Harris’ record? 
A. 306. 

Q. That is the same 306 that indicates the shipping department ? 
A. Yes. 

* * * * * 

Q. Let's stick with one order; I think it will be a little easier 
for us to follow. Mr. Garfi receives the order and he might go or dis- 
patch somebody else in order to pick out dresses that meet the sizes 
and colors and styles requested, correct? A. Right. 

Q. Now, he assembles all these garments; does he assemble 
them onthe rack? A. Yes. 

Q. Having assembled them on the rack, what does he do then? 
A. He writes up I.RM. numbers on the order, each order is ina 
folder. 

Q. Whoishe? A. Garfi. Garfi, Bostick, Millie, it depends 
who is picking the order. 

Q. Anybody in the shipping department might do that? A. Not 
anybody. 

Q. Certain named people? A. Yes. 

Q. What persons in the shipping department would have that 
function? A. Well, there is Garfi, Millie, Bostick and Conrad Ray. 


Q. Tell us what they would do, write up something? A. They 


write up on the order — well, let's assume they picked up twenty-four 
garments, twelve of each style and they put the I.B.M. number on the 
little card on the first dress of the order. 
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Q. Where do they get this I.B.M. card or number, rather ? 

A. It is assigned to each account; each account has an I.B.M. num- 
ber. There is anI.B.M. card in the folder. : 

Q. So that one of these named persons would have to go 'to some 
place, presumably in the shipping department, in order to get this 
I.B.M. number, account number? A. Which person? | 

Q. Well, the person who is going to fill this order ? A. The 
person that fills the order has a folder with the name and address and 
the I.B.M. number, which is an I.B.M. card in a little folder inside 
this large folder. 

Q. That is what I said; where do they get this folder? : 

A. From our files. i 

Q. Fine. So when he was given this responsibility for filling 
the order, did he have to go to a file first in order to pull a folder ? 

A. Not necessarily. 

Q. All right. Maybe you can explain it to me. Just where did 
he get the file and what point in the development of this procedure did 
he actually do — get ahold of the file? A. Well, this girl Millie or 
Garfi, he could get someone to pull from a master card because he 
knows which stores are buying and those files are pulled out before 
they start to pick all the orders. 

Q. All right. Fine. So that once Mr. Garfi assigns Seepoas 
to fill an order does that person to whom this task is assigned see to 
it that he gets the folder that applies to that particular — A. A bunch 
of folders. | 

Q. Allright. Well, this is one. Now, having gotten the folder, he 
goes and picks out these dresses? A. He picks out the order. 

Q. Now, having picked out these dresses and placed them on the 
rack and having the folder with the account information with him, you 


say that he puts some sort of an I.B.M. number on a tag that identifies —_ 


A. On the first dress that is hanging. 
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Q. All right. So he just puts down the I.B.M. number? A. There 
is an I.B.M. number on the inside of the folder and he puts down the date 
and style such and such, twelve dresses and style such and such twelve 

dresses and puts the folder back on the first garment where the 


1.B.M. number is hanging. 


Q. Allright. Fine. This is all one rack, is that correct, one rack 
of dresses? A. Right. 

Q. In other words, this fills one particular order, is that correct? 
A. Right. 

Q. Now, what happens then? A. Well, you are talking about one 


order but on the rack there will be — 

Q. Several orders? A. It might be one big order or ten small 
ones and after that they get the rack and push it or bring it over to the 
1.B.M. department. 

Q. The man who filled the order and who placed the folders along 
with the orders was the man who pushed this rack over to the I.B.M. de- 
partment? A. Yes. 

Q. Where is this I.B.M. department located? A. In with the 
shipping department but right next to where they pick the dresses. 

Q. All right. So we now have the rack with several — one or 
more orders on it and it is pushed over to the I.B.M. department? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What do you call the department? A. Thel.B.M. department. 

Q. Tell us, please, what happens once more when this rack has 
been moved over to the I.B.M. department? A. The girl that is oper- 
ating the I.B.M. machine goes up to the rack and pulls all the folders. 

Q. These are the folders that are with the dresses on the rack? 
A. Yes. Now, these folders are all on the first garment of the order. 

Q. Fine, sir. A. She will open up the folder and if there are 
twenty-four garments she counts twenty-four to make sure they didn't 
pick too many or too little and pulls the folder off. Let's assume there 
is five orders on the rack, she will pull the five folders off and she 
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checks them. Those five folders are brought over to the 1.B.M. ma- 
chines where all the I.B.M. cards are filled and they check the order 
to see how they are going to be shipped, railway express, parcel post, 
by truck or whichever way they specify and they check it and if it is 
parcel post or united parcel, they check on the weights, to see how 
much it is going to cost and will put a little notation on the side of 
the order how much it is going to cost. After that they pull out each 
folder the name and address card. 
Q. The name of the dress card? A. The name and eo 
Q. The name andaddress? A. Yes. The card has the name 
of the store it is going to. | 
Q. The customer? A. That is right. After that they line up 
their cards for billing. Now, let's say that one order has two or three 
styles; they get the green card that is the name and address card and 
they put a space card next and they check the order and they pull out 
from their files a style card and if there are three cards they pull out 
three style cards for that order and then they put another space card 
at the end and that is ready for one order and they do that until they 
finish that rack. So they may have five or ten orders and they put 
them in the machine and then they bill them out. 
Q. They put them inthe machine? A. The I.B.M. cards. 


* * * * 


Q. How many I.B.M. machines are there? A. Two. | | 


Q. And how long have you hadtwo? A. A year ago last Febru- 
| 


ary, January or February, I don't recall. 

Q. You have any I.B.M. operators at present? A. I do. 

Q. Who are they? A. Sally Velly and Vini Legutke. ! 

Q. What is the rate of pay of the I.B.M. operators? A. It all 
depends on the individual. | 

Q. Well, let me direct your attention to Viola Green, I see that 
she was anI.B.M. operator, is that correct? A. Yes. 
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Q. Can you tell me from your records if you can't remember 
what her rate of pay was at the time she left? A. Viola Green's 
rate of pay if I recall correctly was $1.90 an hour when she left. 

Q. And was Jacqueline Harris an I.B.M. operator ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And what was her rate of pay? A. $1.90 when she left. 

Q. Now, who are the other employees who work full time in 
the shipping department? I believe you said some employees work 
all over and some employees who work full time in the shipping de- 
partment? A. Millie Ferrera, Frank Garfi, and I mentioned Con- 
rad Ray. 

Q. Does Ruth Hill work in there? A. Ruth Hill is pressing — 
no, Ruth Hill, shipping, Ethel Campbell. 

Q. What about Janny Moore? A. Janny Moore, Marie Abrams. 

Q. Tell us, please, what Conrad Ray's rate of pay was? 

A. He was getting $1.60. 

Q. How about Marie Abrams, what was her rate of pay in Janu- 
ary of this year, January and February. You can check your records, 
Mr. Malluzzo, if you will, please? A. I think it was $1.60, no, $1.50. 

Q. That's Abrams? A. Right. 

Q. Now, how about Janny Moore, will you check on her, please? 

A. $1.50. 

Q. How do you establish $1.50 as her rate of pay, Mr. Malluzzo? 
A. It is forty hours, sixty dollars. 


Q. For forty hours work she received sixty dollars, is that cor- 


rect? A. No, she received $63.75 time and a half over thirty-five 
hours. It just figures straight time here. 
Q. All right. Did I ask you to check Ruth Hill, Mr. Malluzzo? 
A. $1.60. 
MR. SIEGEL: I didn't hear the witness, the part, the last part 
of the witness' answer. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: He said time and half over thirty-five hours. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. Have you concluded with this witness? 

MR. ROSEMERE: No, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Is it correct to say, Mr. Malluzzo that 
there are only two buildings in the employer's plant? A. Right. 

Q. Now, how long have you used more than one building? 

A. I— | 

Q. It is my understanding that you — up toa certain time that 
the plant only consisted of one building, is that so? A. Right. 


Q. Now, when did you acquire and use the other building? 


A. I couldn't say off hand; I would say a couple of years. 

Q. All right. Fine. Now, we talked at first about the building 
in which the goods were received. I believe that is the Walnut Street 
building, is that correct? A. Most of the goods are received on 
Walnut Street. 

Q. That is the first building we talked about? A. Right. 

Q. Now, how many departments are located in that Walnut 
Street building? A. I would say only one department. : 

Q. What is that one department? A. Cutting. 

Q. Now — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is in the cutting that most of the goods 
are received, in that department? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Does everybody in the cutting department, 
are all of them cutters? 

THE WITNESS: No. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What employees do you have in the cutting 

department besides cutters? 

THE WITNESS: Well, we have cutters, stretchers, sorters and 
someone to receive and to ship. | 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, do any of these employees in the 
cutting department, whether they are cutters or sorters or stretchers, 
ever have occasion to travel over to the other building in the perform- 
ance of their duties? A. Yes. 

Q. What would they go to the other building for? <A. Well, to 
deliver the cut work and some run over with samples, duplicates. 

Q. Is this normal traffic between the two buildings? A. Yes. 

Q. Do any of the employees in the cutting department in the 
Walnut Street ever perform any work over in the other building as 
distinguished from merely going there to get someone or to deliver 
an order? A. Are you referring to the Chestnut Street building? 

MR. SIEGEL: I object. This is confusing. He talks about cut- 
ting work over at the other plant and what type of work is he talking 
about ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I assume he is talking about any kind of 
work other than delivering goods. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Do you understand the question? If you 

don't maybe I can restate it. A. I would like to have it re- 


phrased. 


Q. All right. Well, I am directing your attention to these em- 


ployees in the cutting department in the Walnut Street building and I 
think you have already testified that they do have occasion in the nor- 
mal course of their employment to travel over to the Chestnut Street 
building, maybe to — 

MR. SIEGEL: That's not — let the witness testify. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Do the cutters in the Walnut Street build- 
ing ever have occasion to go over to the Chestnut Street building? 

A. To work? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, do they go over there first of all to de- 
liver samples or’ make deliveries and they do it in regular order of 
business ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: What counsel wants to know is whether they 
do anything else aside from making deliveries of samples and whatever 
it might be that they do, anything in the Chestnut Street building? 

THE WITNESS: Well, on a few occasions they had to cut some 
striped goods but that was just a couple of times, that is all. Mostly 
everything was done on the other side in the cutting department. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I believe you testified that this 1.B.M. 
machine and the operators are located in the shipping area, is that 
correct? A. Right. | 

Q. Now, maybe you can explain for us the position of those 
machines and with respect to the surrounding area what is next to 
the I.B.M. machines as a function of the company's business? 

A. Well, let's say this wall here is the back end of the shop where 

the shipping department is and where I am sitting now are three 

large desks; that is Garfi and Millie and they do all their paper work 
there and where you are on the other side of a file, there is a big file 
between you and I here and right in back of you are our two ILB.M. ma- 
chines with a sorting machine that sorts the cards right in that area 
there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would you say that roughly the I.B.M. ma- 
chines are approximately twenty feet away from Garfi and Millie, 
where they have their desks? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, about. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And that is separated from Millie and Garfi 
by some filing cabinets? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, these other employees in 1 the ship- 

ping department with whom you have named are — do they take 
up their normal positions with respect to the I.B.M. machines and with 
respect to Frank Garfi's desk that you described? A. They are all in 


that area. All the racks are there so that when the dresses come out to 
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the I.B.M. after they are billed and the invoices are put on each order 
automatically they are pulled out in back, further back. That's where 


the packers are. 
Q. Well, now, I think that you have stated that Mr. Garfi would be 
taking the position that you are seated in now and that I would be taking 


the position of the I.B.M. machines? A. Right. 

Q. Which is roughly twenty feet away from where you are sit- 
ting? A. The first machine and it runs back further. 

Q. Then, the other machines would run back of where I am sit- 
ting. Now, this other operation that you talked about, where would it 
be in respect to any location now? A. The packing? 

Q. Yes. A. About thirty feet in back of you. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Separated from them by — 

THE WITNESS: Not — no, it can't be because the racks — it is 

left open because you have to move the racks back and forth. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How do the dresses get over to the I.B.M. 
girls? 

THE WITNESS: They are pushed over. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: By whom? 

THE WITNESS: By Garfi, by Jimmy. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Somebody in the shipping department? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How do they leave the I.B.M. area? 

THE WITNESS: John Reed or when he was there he picked — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He brings them over to the packing depart- 
ment ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Then, is it fair to say running in a line 
starting with Garfi that you would then have the file cabinets and then 
the I.B.M. machines and then the packing operations, is that correct? 
A. Right. 
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Q. And is it fair to say that off to the side of this line of oper- 
ations which we have just talked about you would find the racks? 
A. Right. ! 

Q. And how far away would the racks be from this line, from 

Garfi to packing? A. It all depends on how busy it is. Some- 
times it is empty and sometimes it is loaded. | 

Q. The racks would be you might say running right up to the 
machines or the I.B.M. machines? A. Well, no, they might go ten 
foot space between the racks to the machines because there . always 


someone back and forth with racks all day long. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You have to leave some space open? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, otherwise you would never get by the 
racks. | 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Are the racks actually pushed right up 


to the machines? A. No, not right to the machine. 

Q. They are a matter of a few feet away? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The answer is yes. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Is it necessary for the I.B.M. girl to 
leave the machine and walk over tothe rack? A. Yes. 

Q. And she walks over there and gets this information which 
she needs for her processing on the machine? A. Right. | 

Q. Is there any — we talked about a physical separation be- 
tween Mr. Garfi's desk and the I.B.M. machines, and I believe they 

were file cabinets? A. Right. | 

Q. Now, is there any separation between the I.B.M. machines 
and the packing section? A. No, there can't be. You couldn't get 
the racks by if you put a rack there. | 

Q. How tall are these file cabinets between the I.B.M. “machines 
and Mr. Garfi's desk? A. I would say about nine or ten feet high. 
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Q. How high is your ceiling from the floor? A. I would say 
fourteen feet, roughly. 

Q. And that is the only space between the top of the file cabi- 
nets andthe ceiling? A. Yes. 

Q. Could you go from the I.B.M. machines by the shortest 
route to Mr. Garfi's desk you walk around the file cabinets? 
A. Walk around. 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When was the last earnings recorded 
for Betty Jackson? A. The week ending April 9, 1966. 

Q. Now, does Betty Jackson appear on the 1967 payroll sheet ? 
A. I can't tell by this because these are — wait a minute. No, she 
doesn't appear on this one, that’s right. 

Q. Does Concetta Cianci appear on the 1967 payroll sheet ? 
A. No, she doesn't. 

Q. Can you explain their absence on the 1967 payroll sheet ? 
A. On these sheets, well — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I take it she just wasn't working? 

THE WITNESS: But we have her on the record. She is on 
the authorization ‘sheet that I send in every week for the payroll. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She did work in 1967? 

THE WITNESS: No, she didn't. 

Q. (By Mr: Rosemere) You have no payroll sheet for 1967? 
A. No. 

Q. Is it true that payroll sheets for certain employees for 1967 
on which there are no earnings reported? A. Right. 

Q. That is what I would like to have you explain if you can, Mr. 

Malluzzo, why do you have 1967 earnings sheets for some employ- 
ees upon which earning sheets no earnings are reported and for other 
employees such as Cianci and Jackson there is not even a 1967 payroll 


sheet? A. We have our payroll computed by the Wingate Payroll 


Service and when we assign a number, a clock number, I can't use 
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anybody else's name on that number, otherwise the payroll gets fouled 
up. In reference to Cianci, she still has the same number on the author- 
ization sheet that I receive every week from Wingate and her name is 
on there. She is out sick. I didn't delete her name from the payroll. 

Q. Well, does the absence of the 1967 payroll sheet of this - 
have any significance for your purposes, does this indicate that she 
did or she is deleted from the payroll? A. No. | 

Q. Well, do you have a sheet for some employees and not for 
Cianci? A. These sheets that I have here are the ones that actually 
worked. I get an authorization sheet from the computing service every 
week that I fill out their names and if the person didn't work I don't put 
anything after their name or how many hours they work so when I get 
these quarterly returns and yearly returns and even the weekly one, if 
they didn't show up for work that week their name wouldn't show on 
here. 


Q. Well, did you discontinue a sheet for Cianci? A. I didn't 


discontinue a sheet. 


Q. You don't have one if I understand you correctly? | A. Not 
on these. | 

Q. For 1967, is that correct? A. I don't have one on here. 

Q. But — A. But I have every one from the Wingate Service. 

Q. Yes, I understand you correctly that there are some employ- 
ees who have no earnings for 1967 and yet, they do have a sheet for 
1967? A. Yes. i 

Q. I am trying to establish if I may what the difference is be- 
tween those two employees, neither of which has earnings for 1967? 

A. CanI say something? 

Q. Yes, by all means. A. All right. Now, the cutters have been 
out on strike andI get their name on the list every week and I didn't de- 
lete their names, but still you look at the payroll record that their name 
wouldn't be included on these sheets that I have here. 


398 


Q. Well, of course, even before the strike started this same situ- 
ation existed for some of the employees. You had no sheets and even if 
there were no earnings for that employee. What is the explanation, Mr. 

Malluzzo? ‘A. I tried to explain it to you, but you don't seem to 
understand. 

Q. I really don't; I admit it. A. I receive an authorization sheet 
from this payroll service and every week I put down how many hours 
this party worked and that's for the whole payroll. Now, if they didn't 
work since January, still, in all, I have their name on the list but it 
wouldn't show on these summaries that I receive from them unless 
they worked. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I ask a question here? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Certainly, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Those sheets that you have before you, are 
those — do you call them payroll sheets? 

THE WITNESS: Earnings records. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have earning records for any em- 
ployees who did not work in 1967? 

THE WITNESS: No, I don't. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr.'Rosemere) If an employee were dropped from the 
payroll let's say in November of 1966, would you have a payroll sheet 
for 1967 for that person? A. No, I wouldn't. 

Q. Now, let's assume that this person, his employment is dis- 
continued in 1966, what action do you take in order to discontinue an 


employment sheet for 1967? A. Well, when I receive the pay- 


roll authorization sheet from Wingate Service all I do is put down after 
their name when I am sure that they left that they terminated on such 
and such a date and automatically the next list that will come, her name 
wouldn't appear on it. 

Q. Is this what happened with respect to Cianci? A. She is 
still on the payroll. 
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Q. She doesn't have the sheet for 1967, had you instructed the 
Service to discontinue a sheet for her? A. Cianci is still on the pay- 
roll as far as I am concerned. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But you don't have an earnings record? 

THE WITNESS: I don't have an earnings record, 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you ask the Service to discontinue 
an earning sheet for her? A. I did not. 

Q. Well, if you didn't ask for a discontinuance of the earnings 
record, wouldn't they normally send you an earning record for that 
person? A. You just asked me if she worked in 1967 and I said no. 

Q. I didn't but I will acknowledge the answer. I am trying to 
establish, Mr. Malluzzo, if you don't instruct this payroll Service to 
discontinue sheets that they will continue to send you sheets into the 
new year of 1967, is that correct? 

A. I think we are talking about different things now. You don't 
understand what I am trying to get at. 

Q. Well, you did tell us, I believe, that if an employee quit em- 
ployment and was discontinued, say, in 1966, would you tell the Service — 
would you not discontinue sheets for that person? A. If they quit, 
yes. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you get these earnings records from 
the Wingate people? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I do, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why did they stop sending you earnings rec- 
ords for this Cianci? | 


THE WITNESS: She didn't work in 1967. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, did you tell Wingate not to send them 
to you any more for Cianci? 

THE WITNESS: No, I didn't. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you call them up and say, where is 
my sheet on Cianci"? A. I receive a sheet every week from Wingate 
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and that's the payroll authorization sheet and it has a list of all the 


employees and her name is still on there. I send it back to them every 
Monday. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is Cianci out sick? 

THE WITNESS: She is out sick. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Since when? 

THE WITNESS: Since October. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You know what the nature of her illness is? 

THE WITNESS: About three or four different things according 
to the insurance records. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You expect her to return to work? 

THE WITNESS: I do. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How long has she been an employee? 

THE WITNESS: I would say, roughly, eight to ten years, maybe 
more. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When do you expect her to return to work, 
Mr. Malluzzo? A. I spoke to her daughter about a month and a half 
ago when her daughter came up for the insurance papers and she said 
that the minute she is ready she will call me up. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have any idea when she may return to 
work? 

THE WITNESS: No, I don't. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) If you know, Mr. Malluzzo, can you ex- 
plain Betty Jackson's absence? A. She left because of pregnancy. 

Q. Now, you know whether she was actually pregnant when she 
left? 

A. I guess so, she looked it. 

Q. Was that the representation she made to you, that she was 
pregnant? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What's the answer? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Does the company have a policy with 
respect to be excused from work for pregnancy period? A. i The 
way — the situation is when they leave their job is open for them. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: For how long? 

THE WITNESS: Well, whenever they can get someone to take 
care of the children. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Even if it were a couple of years? 

THE WITNESS: Even if it were a couple of years, it happened 
before. | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I am just suggesting, Mr. Malluzz0, 
that if she was pregnant during the week ending April 9th, which was 
the day on which her earnings were last reported, that was well over 
a year ago? A. Right. | 

Q. And she has not returnedto work, I assume? A. As of 
yet, no. 3 
Q. It is quite unlikely, of course, that she would be requesting 
a pregnancy leave within the very week in which she became preenamty 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I am asking you once again what the com- 
pany policy is when the employees usually get an excuse from employ- 
ment because of their progress of pregnancy? A. There is no com- 
pany policy. 

Q. All right. You know when Betty Jackson is coming back? 

A. I don't, no. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You know whether she is working | elsewhere? 
THE WITNESS: As far as I know she is not working. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Has she ever said that she would ue to re- 
turn? 

THE WITNESS: That was the understanding when she lett. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) You know whether any time EF fixed as 


to when she would return at the time she took her leave? A. No. 
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Q. Let me direct your attention, Mr. Malluzzo, to the record of 
Estacia Rosiaro, the last earnings reportedthere? A. The week 
ending September the third. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: '66? 

THE WITNESS: '66, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Does her name appear on your 1967 pay- 
roll sheet? A. She does not. 

Q. You know the reason for her absence? A. She's sick. 

Q. You know what the nature of the illness is? A. No,I don't. 

Q. When was the last communication, if any, with her? A. Just 


before Christmas. 


Q. What was the nature of that communication? A. She said 


she was going to come back to work. 

Q. You call her or did she call you? A. She stopped by. 

Q. Did she tell you when she was coming back to work? A. It 
was very hard to'communicate; you needed an interpreter because she 
doesn't speak English, just very little. 

Q. Have you heardfrom her since? A. No, I haven't. 

Q. You know when she’s coming back to work? A. No, I don't. 

Q. Let me direct your attention to the earnings record of Theresa 
Skylarsky, andI ask you when the last earnings are reported? A. The 
week ending 12/31/66. 

Q. Is Theresa Skylarsky currently employed at the wane 
A. She hasn't showed up. 

Q. You know where she is? A. No. 

Q. Didyoutry tolocateher? A. I did. 

Q. You were unsuccessful in finding out where she lives, is that 
correct? A. Ihave her address andI wrote her a card and I tried to 
call her andI understand that she has an unlisted phone. 

Q. When was the last time you made effort to communicate with 
her? A. Oh, sometime in January. 

Q. I see. Now, does Skylarsky have a payroll record or sheet for 
1967? A. Yes. 
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Q. Now, there are no earnings reported in that are there? 

A. Well, week ending January — excuse me, week ending DEES 
31st falls into the 1967 category. : 

Q. Well, let me see, maybe I am not familiar with your I.B.M, 
system of bookkeeping, but the last earnings for Skylarsky reported 
was in 1966, is that correct? A. The week ending '66 was paid, the 
week ending January — December 31 of '66 was paid in '67, that's why 
there is a sheet for her in '67. | 

Q. But she last made earnings at the company in — | 66. 

Q. You say these are reported on the '67 sheet? A. een 

Q. Do you know why Skylarsky separated from her employment? 
A. I think there is family trouble but I can't say just what it is. 


Q. At the time she left did she give any reason? A. She just 


didn't show up any more. 

Q. You haven't seen her since? A. No. 

Q. You don't know where she can be located? A. No. 

Q. But you have tried, is that correct? A. Right. | 

Q. I direct your attention to Beulah Smith andI ask you when 
the last earnings were made as shown by the payroll records? 

A. The week ending August the 20th, 1966. 

Q. Now, does her name appear on the 1967 payroll? \! A. For 
the record she's Green and Smith and it is the same girl, her name is 
Green. 

Q. How is she listed on the 1967? A. It is Smith here. 

Q. As Beulah Smith? A. Yes. | 

Q. Does Beulah Smith have a payroll sheet on your 1967 earnings 
records? A. Not the one that I have here. She came back to work. 

Q. When did she come back to work? A. Monday. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: This past Monday? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, can you tell us how the resumption 
of her employment came about? A. She left because of pregnancy and 
she said once she had someone to take care of her child, she would come 
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Q. You didn't know when that would be, though? A. No. 

Q. Now, before she came back to work was it last Monday ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. When was the last communication with her? A. Oh, about 
two months, three months ago; I can't say off hand. I saw her husband 
once. 

Q. Well, at the time you had the last communication with her, 
before she actually reported to work, did she say when she coming 
back to work? A. She didn't say. 

Q. Now, you had no way of knowing then when she was coming 
pack? A. It was understood that whenever she was ready, to call up 
before and just let us know. 

_ When was this understanding? A. At the time she left. 

. Back in August, is that correct? A. Yes. 

. Andthis was pregnancy you say? A. Right. 

. Does Beulah Smith have a payroll sheet in the 1967 earnings 
records before you? A. Not before me, no. 

Q. Ihave or may have asked you this, Mr. Malluzzo; did Theresa 
Skylarsky have a payroll sheet in the 1967 earnings record, is the an- 
swer yes? A. Yes. 

Q. Let me direct your attention to Thelma Walton. Does her 
name appear in your 1967 earnings record? A. No, it doesn't. 


Q. There is no sheet there for her, is that correct? A. No. 


Q. Does her name appear in the 1966 records? A. No. 


Q. There is no sheet for her I take it where there were no earn- 

ings at Marie Phillips for Walton during 1966, is that correct? 
A. Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When did she leave your employ? 

THE WITNESS: I would say a couple of years ago. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) What was the reason for her absence? 
A. She didn't feel well, that is what she told me. 
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Q. How long after she left did you continue to carry her on your 
payroll records? A. Well, I was under the assumption that she would 
come back right along until I finally just took it for granted that she was 


coming back. | 
Q. Did you conclude that she wasn't coming back? A. No, 
Q. How long did you continue to carry her on the payroll rec- 


ords? A. I would say about a year. 

Q. About a year from the time she left? A. Maybe more. She 
was supposed to come back to work if I am not mistaken about November 
or December. 

Q. And she didn't? A. She didn't, and every time she p kept say- 
ing next week or two weeks from now. 

Q. I take it then she left sometime in 1965? 

A. I assume so, roughly that. : 


Q. And you say you carried her on the payroll for about a year, 
is that correct? A. A year or a little more. I don't know, don't re- 
call off hand. 

Q. Did you drop her then after a year or a little more? A. I 
couldn't tell you off hand unless I had the other sheet. I would have to 
get in touch with Wingate. 

Q. Now, in our subpoena, Mr. Malluzzo, we asked for the pay- 
roll records, are these the payroll records? A. Yes. 

Q. Are there distinctions between earnings records and payroll 
records? A. Well, I have each individual for the year SES have a 
weekly record. 

Q. Yes. A. This is the same thing that you have on Ce weekly 
record. * 

Q. This is the same records; they show the same information? 
A. The same information. | 

Q. Is Thelma Walton — has she returned to work? A. Yes. 

Q. When did she return to work? A. I think it was a week ago 
Monday. 
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Q. How did the resumption of her employment come about ? 

A. Well, she was always going to come back and this was from 
November or December and then, when the strike started she got a 
little jittery and she didn't want to come back and, finally, she got 


enough courage to come back. 


Q. Did you contact her to ask her to come pack? A. No. 


Q. Did she suddenly walk in and say, "Here lam, ready to 
goto work"? A. She got in touch with us a few days before, the 
week before. 

Q. What didshe sayto you? A. I told her to come in Monday. 

Q. Well, did she ask for her old job back? A. Yes, she didn't 
say that, she said, "I am ready to come back to work." 

Q. You need help at the plant don't you? A. All we can get. 

Q. Let me ask you, Mr. Malluzzo, to check your pay records 
for 1966 on Theresa Gentile and maybe you can tell me when she re- 
ceived raises in 1966, if any? A. You say '66? 

Q. 1966, yes. Mr. Malluzzo, is it difficult for you to tell from 
those records? ‘A. If you give me a minute I will have it all ready 
for you. I am not mistaken, the week ending November the 12th. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any other raises made to her in '66? 

THE WITNESS: Pardon? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any other raises for her in 1966? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, the week ending January 29th. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How much of a raise did she get in the week 
ending January 29th? 

THE WITNESS: Ten cents. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How much did she get in the week ending 
November 12th? 

THE WITNESS: Fifteen cents. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Let me direct your attention to the pay- 
roll record of Virgilio Coelho, andI ask you when there is a payroll 
increase for Coelho reflected inthere? A. It is hard to say here 
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because of the piece work system right here but if you just give me 
a little time I think I can work it out. 

Q. If there is any doubt of it being accurate you will let me 
know about it, please? A. I will let you know, definitely. On piece 
work up until August the 6th on his record here, if Iam correct, it 
was the week ending November the 12th, 1966. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You believe you are correct? 

THE WITNESS: I believe that I am. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you give us the amount of the in- 
crease? 

A. Twenty-five cents. 

Q. Mr. Malluzzo, you referred, I think in the course of your testi- 
mony, to a girl named — I assume it is a girl — named Millie in the 
shipping department? A. Right. 

Q. Can you give us her last name? A. Ferrera. 

Q. There was talk about these I.B.M. folders. Where are these 
I.B.M. folders normally kept? A. In the shipping department. 

Q. Where in the shipping department? A. They are all over. 


It all depends, they may be hanging in a section we call the hospital 


section or orders waiting to be shipped. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Where are these stored? 
THE WITNESS: In the file right between the I.B.M. and Mr. Garfi. 
* * * * * 
(Witness Malluzzo resumed the stand.) 
CROSS EXAMINATION (cont'd) 
* * * * * 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Can you tell us if the cutters enjoy a rate of 
pay higher or lower than most of the employees at Marie Phillips? 
A. Higher. 
Q. Could you say that they are substantially higher than most? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What is their rate of pay on an average? 
THE WITNESS: It goes from, say, about $2.80 on the average. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the average rate of pay of the other 
employees, the average rate of pay? 
THE WITNESS: About $1.75. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Do these cutters to your knowledge have 
specialized skill and knowledge nobody else in the plant has? 
A. Well, it is a different — yes. 


Q. Would you describe their work as unique in the entire opera- 


tion? A. All together different than the rest of the operation. 

Q. I see. Would you describe what some of these differences 
are, indicating what other types of operations you are talking about ? 
Would you say, for example, they are different from the sewing ma- 
chine operations? A. All together different. 

Q. Would you describe what the cutters do specifically ? 

A. Well, after the lot is cut up, is laid up, the cutters use a big 
machine with an eight-inch blade, most of them are eight inches, and 
they cut along a line and they have to know all different parts of the 
garment, otherwise they can really kill it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They can destroy the material if they 
are not competent? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What they do after the pattern is laid out 

is that they follow that pattern and they cut according to the pat- 
tern? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) To your knowledge does anybody else in the 
plant cut fabric besides the cutters? A. Well, it all depends; like in 
the regular shop there is a girl that cuts out a damaged part or one 
little thing, but it is with scissors and not with a machine. 

Q. Is it the company's policy or practice to permit any one other 


than the cutters to use these cutting machines? A. Just the cutters. 
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Q. Now, isn't it true that the cutters spend virtually all their 
time on the cutting operation? A. Well, I would say yes. 

Q. And those occasions when they may go from Walnut Street 
building to the Chestnut Street building are very few in number, isn't 
that true? A. Very seldom. 

Q. And can you tell us whether or not the reason for the re- 
moval of the cutting department from the main building to the ‘sep- 
arate building a number of years ago was because the company be- 
lieved that the cutting operation is a separate operation from the rest 
of the company's production? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) The cutters have their own timeclocks ? 

A. They do. 

Q. And none of the machine operators, the sewing machine 
operators use that timeclock? A. No, they do not. 

Q. Do the spreaders punch in on the same timeclock? ! A. They 
do. 


Q. Do the sorters punch in on the same timeclock as the cutters? 
A. They do. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do all of them work in the same building? 

THE WITNESS: In the same building. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And isn't it true — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me. What does the sorter do? 


THE WITNESS: After the goods are cut they tie them up in 
bundles. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What do the stretchers do, the spreaders? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He already told us they stretch the material 
on the table before it is cut, is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: That's correct. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Isn't it true that there is one person that 
separately supervises the cutting department? A. Yes, there is. 

Q. What is his name? A. Thomas Pricone. 

Q. And he is responsible for the three groups of employees that 


we have just mentioned, the cutters, the spreaders and the sorters? 


A. Yes. 

Q. Isn’t it true that he does not supervise any other employees ? 
A. That is true. 

Q. This entire operation is conducted in a separate building? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Are all of the company's cutting machines located in this 
separate building? A. Yes, they are. 

Q. So the cutter would not use the cutting machine in any place 
else? A. That is right. 

Q. Does a cutter do any sewing operations? A. He does not. 

Q. Does he do any packing operations ? 

A. He does not. 

Q. Does he — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Does he do any shipping or receiving or 
janitorial work? 

THE WITNESS: He does not. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Does he do any clerical work? A. No. 

Q. To your knowledge do any of the employees in the cutting de- 
partment work on a regular basis any place else then in the separate 
building on Walnut Street? A. What was that? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do the employees in the cutting department 
work any place else but in the Walnut Street building on a regular basis ? 

THE WITNESS: On a regular basis, no. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) All right. Do they have separate restroom 
facilities over in the Walnut Street building? A. Yes. 

Q. Washroom and locker? A. Wash-up facilities. 
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Q. Do they make their own coffee over in the cutting department 
on their own stove? A. They do. 

Q. The boys from the Chestnut Street building don't come over 
there for a cup of coffee as far as you know, do they? 

A. As far as I know they don't. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do employees from Chestnut Street go over 
to the Walnut Street building on a regular basis? 


THE WITNESS: They do not. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Do they have an ice box in the cutting depart- 
ment in the Walnut Street building? A. They do. 

Q. Now, turning your attention to — strike that. Are the cutters 


paid time and a half after thirty-five hours? A. Yes. 

Q. And do you know whether or not they are paid a rate of pay 
higher or lower than the union scale? A. I don't know. 

Q. Now, turning your attention to the I.B.M. employees, can Mr. 
Garfi, if Mr. Garfi is sitting in — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He cannot see the I.B.M. employees be- 
cause of the whole line of filing cabinets which are about nine or ten 
feet tall, right? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Isn't it true that the two I.B.M. operators 
have been sent to special training school or course run by I.B.M.? 

A. L.B.M. trained them at the plant. : 

Q. I.B.M. trained them at the plant? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And didn't they take special tests? A. They had to have a 
test before I hired them. 

Q. DidI.B.M. train any other employees at the plant?) A. No. 

Q. Did they train — were any training or tests given to any em- 
ployees in the shipping, packing or receiving departments ? A. No. 
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Q. Where the — strike that. The girls who were considered by 


the I.B.M. machines required to have a certain minimum educational 
standard? A. High school. 
Q. Is this been true of other operators or other jobs in the 


plant? A. No. 

Q. When the strike came, Mr. Malluzzo, isn't it true that the 
two I.B.M. girls or operators, Miss Harris and Miss Allen, both went 
out on strike? A. No. 

. One of them did? A. One. 

. Who was that, Miss Harris? A. Jacqueline Harris. 

. Where did you get a girl to replace her ? 

. Lhad hired someone two weeks before. 

_ Lsee. Who had requisite training? A. No. 

| What job was this girl hiredfor? A. For the I.B.M. 

. And was she given the training program by the I.B.M. peo- 
ple? <A. No. 

Q. She was not. Had she had previous experience? A. No. 

Q. Had she been put on the I.B.M.? A. She was put on the 
1.B.M. andI broke her in. 

Q. Isee. Was this girl you hired an experienced typist? 

A. Yes. 

Q. To your knowledge was anybody in the shipping, packing or 
receiving department, did they possess the necessary qualifications 
for the I.B.M. job? A. No. 

Q. Now, I show you a picture marked Respondent's Exhibit No. 
10 for identification, andI ask you — 

MR. JACOBSON: I object to the use of those pictures until they 
are authenticated. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I ask you if you can identify what this is? 

A. That's the I.B.M. department. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, look, counsel, it is generally a good 
practice to show to opposing counsel any documents before you show 
them to the witness. Now, please show it to them. 

MR. SIEGEL: I'm sorry. I was going to but Mr. Sudarsky 
wanted to talk to me for a second. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Can you identify this for us? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think it would be helpful if I knew: what 
the witness was talking about. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Forgive me; I'm sorry. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have a copy of it? 

MR. SIEGEL: No, we only have this one. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How am I going to follow the cestihony of 
the witness if you are going to have him talking about his picture? 
Go ahead. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Look at the picture and you will notice an 
object to the extreme right side of the picture? A. That's the file. 

Q. That's the file. Would you elaborate what the file is? 


A. Where the cards are stored between Garfi's department and the 


I.B.M. department. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: To the left hand side of the picture is where 

you find the packing department? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Does the record show to which PEE we are 
talking? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, Respondent's Exhibit No. 10. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, I show you another picture marked Re- 
spondent's Exhibit 11 andI ask you if you would please identify that 
picture? A. This is the operators. | 

Q. Is that true and accurate representation of the plant sewing 
machine department? A. Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: I offer into evidence, Mr. Examiner, Respondent's 
Exhibits 10 and 11 for identification. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Is there any objection? 

MR. ROSEMERE: No objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: I would like to see them again, please. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. Frankly, at the moment I don't get 
the point of Respondent's Exhibit eleven unless it is to show the dif- 
ference in the appearance of the I.B.M. department and the operators’ 
department. 

MR. SIEGEL: There is a difference like night and day and that 
is our contention. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. SIEGEL: It is a completely different function. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I will withdraw my ob- 
jection and I have no objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Counsel for the General Counsel has no 
objection I take it. 

MR. BROWN: I believe counsel for the Respondent is going to 
ask one pertinent question and we will have no objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Malluzzo, do these two pictures, Respond- 


ent's Exhibits 10 and 11 for identification, represent a true and accurate 
picture of the area shown for the periods from November through the 
present day at the plant? A. Yes. 

MR. BROWN: No objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Without objection, Respondent's Exhibits 10 
and 11 are received. 


(The documents above-referred to, 
heretofore marked Respondent's 
Exhibits 10 and 11, were received 
in evidence.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You will get duplicates, of course? 
MR. SIEGEL: We will obtain them, Mr. Examiner. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) In the event that both of the I.B.M. girls were 
out sick in the same day, isn't it true that there is nobody in the other 

departments of the company that you take and replace the two 
I.B.M. girls? A. No one. : 

Q. That is not necessarily true, for example, of a sewing ma- 
chine operator being out and you can take another machine operator 
and put her on that sewing operation? A. That is true. | 

Q. And if one of the cutters is out there is nothing to stop you 
from taking one of the cutters and putting him on that? A. Yes. 

Q. And if a spreader is out — : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Look if all the cutters are out then you can't 
necessarily replace all the cutters and if all the I.B.M. girls are out, 


you can't replace them; if all the operators are out you can't replace 


them, so let's get now to something else, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) One final question, Mr. Malluzzo. To your 
knowledge does the company treat the employees in the cutting depart- 
ment as a separate entity or operation at the plant? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: No other questions at this time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any redirect ? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Yes, we do. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Malluzzo, what minimum qualifica- 
tions do you require an applicant for I.B.M. operation? A. Minimum? 

Q. Yes? A. An average typist and has to take the test there, a 
test that I.B.M. sends us that we have to give them and when you grade 
them on this test it tells us whether they are average, above average or 
they don't qualify for operating the machine. | 

Q. How long does it take to complete the test? A. There are 
two sections, one I think is ten minutes and the other is fifteen minutes. 
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Q. You know what the test consists of? A. Yes, right and 
wrong answers and arithmetic comparison. 

Q. I haven't seen one of these machines; is it similar to an 
electric typewriter? A. Well, one of the units is an electric type- 
writer. 

Q. What is the other unit? A. There is a 632, what they call 
a 632. If you look at the picture there is one on the right and the type- 
writer is in the middle and the puncher is on the left. Now, that is the 

setup. 

Q. These are three separate pieces of equipment? A. Three 
units. 

Q. The two girls operate these three pieces? <A. One girl 
sits down and she operates the three units at the same time. 

Q. What does the other girls do? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The same thing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) You have two batteries of these? 

A. Two machines. 

Q. You have two sets of three pieces each? A. Two sets. 

Q. Now, when one girl is typing does the other girl assist her 
in any way? A. It all depends. You have to prepare all the cards. 
If the cards are all prepared and there is a lot of work, both machines 
go, but if there is not enough work to operate both machines, they will 
work together. 

Q. Well, will one girl be feeding the cards into the machine while 
the other girl is operating? A. One girl will be standing up and get- 
ting racks and lining them up and the girl operating the machine who 
already has some cards in, she is working right along. 


Q. Now, there are three pieces of equipment. I am looking at 


R-10 and there is a typewriter which appears to be positioned in 
between the other two pieces? A. Right in the middle. 
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Q. Now, does the operation of that typewriter in the middle in 
any way affect the control of the adjacent machine? A. Definitely. 

Q. This is the purpose of it, is it not? A. Well, as the card 
is fed in the reader that machine will automatically type what is on 
the card and the typewriter is being used but in certain parts of the 
invoice it has to be typed manually. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In other words, the card is put into this 
machine which operates the typewriter and gives all the information 
in typed form from the card? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Then the other information that is’ ‘not on 


the card, that information has to be filled in by the operator ? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Can you estimate the percentage that 


has to be filled in by the operator manually herself? A. It is hard 
to gay; each order is different. | 

Q. All right. Is it fair to say the I.B.M. machine has a . key- 

board that is similar to that of atypewriter? A. Yes. 

Q. You have any I.B.M. training yourself, Mr. Malluzzo? 
A. No, I did not — I was just learning while they were teaching the 
original crew that we got. | 

Q. You say that as I understand you have broken somebody in 
yourself onthis? A. Yes. | 

Q. How long did you take to break her in? A. Well, x would 
say a good month. 

Q. How much time did you spend with her? A. Itis hard to 
say because of the strike. I don't know how long. | 

Q. You say a month. Do I understand you to say that you spent 
time with her every single working day? A. Every day, yes. 

Q. How much time every working day? A, It is hard to say; 
two, three, four hours a day. I can't say off hand. 
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Q. You say that you hireda replacement about two weeks before 
the strike, what was her name? A. I got two replacements before 
the strike. 

Q. What were their names? A. Sally Velly and Legutke. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, now, I am a little disturbed. I think 

your testimony, sir, was that you had no additions or deletions 
from your complement of employees between January 19th and Febru- 
ary 7th. I thought that was your testimony. 

THE WITNESS: You are right; wait a minute, now. I didn’t 
remember those two girls, but they were hired. Can I look at the 
records? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. Of course you Can, sir. Off the 
record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. You have looked at your 
records, sir, have you? 

THE WITNESS: I have, sir. Now, if I recall, when I was asked 
this morning if there was anybody hired from January 19th to February 
Tth, and where I got fouled up was when I looked at these two employ- 
ees the week ending 2/25 and that is when they started to work. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. So your answer is still that 
no employees were hired between January 19th and February 7th? 

THE WITNESS: That is right, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And these two I.B.M. operators were hired 
the week ending February 25th, am I correct? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Malluzzo, the I1.B.M. company you 


testified sent one of its representatives out to the plant to train your 
1.B.M. operators, is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, how much time did the I.B.M. representative spend at the 
plant training these operators? A. I would say, roughly, about a week. 
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Q. A week for the two operators? A. Well, originally there 
were three. | 

Q. I see. It took him a week to train three pperatoesey! | A. Yes. 

Q. Was it less than a week? A. No, I would say about a week. 

Q. There was talk about the cutters, Mr. Malluzzo. You know 
why the cutters have their own timeclock? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, they are in a separate building? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it would be foolish to have them come over 
to the other building to punch in in a separate building. : 
. (By Mr. Rosemere) Because they are ina separate) building? 
A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The same thing for the coffee and the ice 
box and the other things, isn't that so? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, the cutters had been moved out of 

the other building where they had been with your other depart- 
ments, is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. And if my understanding is correct they were moved out be- 
cause of an expansion problem, is that correct? A. Yes. | 

Q. Now, when they were all together in the one building did the 
cutters have their separate timeclocks? A. They used a different 
one, not the one that the operators and some of the pressers used. 

Q. They were on a separate floor from the others? A. The 
same floor. 


Q. Were they in a separate section of the floor with the other 


people? A. Yes, they were ina separate section, yes. 
Q. How many cutters, spreaders and sorters are there? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Or were there on January 19th? | 
THE WITNESS: Oh, twelve or thirteen. ! 
TRIAL EXAMINER: How many cutters? 
THE WITNESS: About five cutters. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: How many spreaders? 
THE WITNESS: Two or three. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: And how many sorters? 
THE WITNESS: Four. 
* * * 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mr. Malluzzo, did Theresa Gentile work 


among the cutters? A. Yes, she did. 

Q. What did she dothere? A. Sewing. 

Q. Did Theresa Gentile also work in the main plant? A. She 
came back and forth, yes. 

Q. Would you tell us what she did in the main plant? A. Well, 
a lot of times she was working in the cutting department and if there 
were pieces that were damaged or anything going back and forth she 
was always going back and forth. 

Q. Did — she didthis frequently? A. Yes. 

Q. Were there any other employees that worked in the cutting 
department that also frequently went to the main plant? A. Just 
what do you mean by frequently? 

Q. The same amount of time? A. Not as much as Theresa, no. 

Q. Occasionally? A. Occasionally. I would say occasionally 
for Theresa more in the cutting room than next door. 

Q. Can you give me the names of the other employees? 

A. Ortilia Cerejo, Josephine Formica and I think it is M or G. 
G-o-v-e-r-n-a-l-e and Theresa Gentile. 

Q. And what would these employees do when they went to the 
plant, the main plant? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When they went to the cutting department. 

MR. JACOBSON: The main department. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Those people ordinarily work in the cutting 
department. : 


421 


THE WITNESS: Sorting or helping the cutters if there in 


enough sorting to lay up. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did they do when they went to the 
other plant? 

THE WITNESS: If there was no work in the other plant they 


went wherever they could fill in. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: If there was no work in the cutting de- 
partment for them they would go over to the other plant and : in? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) What departments would they fill in? 
A. Examining, sort out some work that was over in our plant, help 
the girls on the floor. | 

Q. Can you think of anything else? A. No. | 

Q. Before the cutting department moved to the Walnut Street 
building was there an increase in the sewing and special machines? 
A. Increase? 

Q. Inthe main plant? A. Increase? | 

Q. Did the company acquire additional sewing and special ma- 
chines for the main plant? A. You mean plain machines or special 
machines ? 

Q. Isaidsewingand— A. We are always buying apts 

Q. Please answer my question? A. Yes. ! 

Q. Can you tell me approximately how many? A. I don't 
recall off hand. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, counsel, it is very clear from the 
testimony of this witness that the cutters, sorters and whatever they 
are were moved over to the Walnut Street plant because there wasn't 
enough room for them in the main plant. | 

MR. JACOBSON: AndI think I have the right to establish what 
was the nature of that expansion. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Oh, I don't think it makes any difference 
what the nature of the expansion was. They didn't have enough room 
whatever the reason was. : 
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MR. JACOBSON: One moment please. No further questions. 
MR. SIEGEL: One second please. 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Isn't it true, Mr. Malluzzo, at that time 
when the decision had to be made about moving the department out 
that there was only one logical department that could be taken out 
of the overall operation and set aside that could work independently 
without entering — strike that. Without interfering with the rest of 
the operation? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: If Your Honor please, I — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I do please andI have overruled the ob- 

jection. 

THE WITNESS: That is true. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may not be pleased with my ruling, 
sir — 

MR. BROWN: Obviously not. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What was your answer? A. Yes, that's 
true. 

Q. What was that department? A. The cutting department. 

MR. SIEGEL: That is all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any further questions? 

MR. JACOBSON: I have one. Mr. Malluzzo, did you make the 
decision to move the cutting department? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir, I certainly did not. 

MR. JACOBSON: I ask that the last question posed by counsel 


for the Respondent be stricken because it was beyond Mr. Malluzzo's 
knowledge. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Motion denied. Are you finished, Mr. 
Siegel? 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, one second, please. Nothing further. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you very much, Mr. Malluzzo; you 

are excused. 
(Witness excused.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please call your next witness. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Walton, please, will you take the stand. 

Whereupon, 

EDWARD WALTON 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Be seated. State your name and address? 

THE WITNESS: Edward Walton, forty-five Green Street. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Walton, are you eS iby 
Marie Phillips? A. Iam. 

Q. How long have you been employed by Marie Phillips ? 
A. About nine years. | 

Q. What department do you workin? A. The cutting depart- 


ment. 


Q. The cutting department? A. Yes, I work over in the cut- 


ting department. 

Q. How long have you worked in the cutting department? 
A. Ever since I have been there, nine years. | 

Q. Have you ever worked in any other departments besides 
cutting? A. When they were in the other building I worked in that 
building. | 

Q. When was that ? 

A. Before they moved over to Walnut Street. 

Q. I see. Did you ever do any work in packing? A. Packing? 

Q. The packing section? A. What do you mean? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you do any packing of the goods to be 
sent out? | 

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes. | 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Whom did you work with when you were 
in packing? A. Me and Holly, we packed. 

Q. Well, did you work with anybody else besides Holly? A. No. 

Q. Isee. Did you do any shipping? A. Yes. 

Q. With whom did you work with in shipping? A. Holly. 

Q. You ever drive a truck? A. No. 

Q. Mr. Walton, did you ever have a conversation with anybody 
in the packing department in January about the union? A. Nobody 
but Holly. 

Q. Well, did you have a conversation with Mr. John Reed about 
the union? A. Oh, yes, he come and he asked me hadI signed a union 

card. 

Q. I didn't hear you? A. He come in and asked me didI sign 
a union card. 

Q. Did you know when that conversation took place? A. No, it 
has been so long I have forgotten. 

Q. You know whether it was sometime in January? A. To the 
best of my knowledge I have forgotten. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You remember when the strike began? 

THE WITNESS: It was in January, I don't know what date it was. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) You do recall the conversation with 
Mr. Reed? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, was anybody else present at that time? A. Virgil. 

Q. Virgil? A. Yes. 

Q. You know his last name? A. No. 

Q. Well, will you tell us, please, Mr. Walton, what was said in 
that conversation by you or Mr. Reed or anyone else? A. Yes, he 


asked me if I signed a union card and I told him it was none of his 


business. 
Q. What, if anything was said after that? A. I toldhim Mr. 
Rametta wanted to know if I signed a union card he could come and 


ask me. 


425 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Could I have that answer read poe SA. 
(The reporter read the last answer -) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did Mr. Reed mention sophie! else or 
anybody else's name at that time? A. No. 

Q. I think you said that you told him that if Mr. Rametta wanted 
to know he could ask you himself? A. Yes. 

Q. You have a conversation with Mr. Rametta at that — on that 
same day? A. Yes, he asked me. : 

Q. Mr. Rametta asked you what? A. He — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did he ask you? 

THE WITNESS: If I signed a union card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was this before or after John Reed Rispoke 
to you? 

THE WITNESS: After John Reed spoke to me. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In his office or in the building; where was 
this conversation? 

THE WITNESS: At the elevator door. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I think you said, Mr. Walton, that you 

told Mr. Reed that if Mr. Rametta wanted to know he should ask 
you? <A. Yes. 

Q. How did you know that Mr. Rametta wanted to know? 

A. John asked me, he come to me and he said that Mr. Rametta 
wanted to know had I signed a union card. 

Q. And was it after that that Mr. Rametta spoke to you? A. Yes. 

Q. About how long after you spoke to Mr. Reed did Mr. Rametta 
speak to you? A. I went on upstairs and on my way upstairs — 

Q. Well, can you estimate for us, Mr. Walton, was it a half an 
hour, an hour or two hours; how long after? A. I would say about 
twenty minutes. 

Q. Now, will you tell us, please, what Mr. Rametta said to you 


and what you saidto Mr. Rametta? A. Yes, he asked me if I signed 


a union card and I told him yes. 
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Q. What else was said, if anything? A. He asked me what I 
wanted to do that for and I told him that I was just going along with 
the boys. 

Q. Did Mr. Rametta say anything else? A. No. 

Q. Let me see if I can refresh your recollection, Mr. Walton. 
Did Mr. Rametta in the course of that conversation with you mention 

the name of any other employees? A. No,I can't recall. 

Q. Do you recall whether the name Benny was mentioned? 

A. No, I can't. 

Q. Did Mr. Rametta in the course of that conversation show 
you anything? A. He hada little old piece of paper about that wide 
with some names written on it. 

Q. Did he show you this list of names? A. Yes, I see the 
paper. 

Q. Didhe show itto you? A. He had it in his hands and it 
wasn't no way for him to keep me from seeing it. 

Q. Didhe hold it in such a manner that you could see it? 

A. Yes, in his hand where I could see it. 

Q. Now, did he make any comment at the time that he showed 
it to you? A. No, he didn't make no comment. 

Q. Was anything said at all in the conversation about the pur- 
pose of that list that he had? A. No, he just showed me the list. 

Q. Nothing was said? A. No. 

Q. Let me see if I can refresh your recollection, Mr. Walton. 


Did he say anything about the list having been obtained by John 
Reed? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 
A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. SIEGEL: I will withdraw my objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did he tell you what this list represented? 


A. It has been so long. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he tell you what the list, why he had 
the list? 

THE WITNESS: It has been so long I have forgotten. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Let me help your memory, Mr, Walton. 
Did you give a statement to a Government agent from the National La- 
bor Relations Board? A. A Government agent? 

Q. Yes, from the National Labor Relations Board? A. Yes, 

I gave a statement. | 

Q. Excuseme? A. Yes, I gave a statement. 

Q. After that conversation which you just related, Mr. 'Walton, 
do you recall having another conversation with anyone of management? 
A. Management? 7 

Q. Did you have a conversation with anyone of the bosses after 
that? A. The bosses? ! 

Q. Yes. A. No. 

Q. I think you just testified that you hada conversation with Mr. 
Rametta? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Now, after that conversation in January with Mr. 


Rametta, did you have a later conversation with Mr. Rametta? 
A. It has been so long, sir, I can't tell you. 

Q. I see. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Can you read? 

THE WITNESS: No, I can't. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You are not going to show him a statement? 

MR. ROSEMERE: That is what I am trying to establish. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He can't read. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) You gave a statement to the Government 
agent you said, Mr. Walton, is that correct? A. Yes, I gave a state- 
ment. 


Q. You recall what you told the Government agent? A. No, I 


can't. 
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Q. You recall telling the Government agent that on January 23rd, 

Mr. Rametta approached you at the plant? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) And stated that he had some shirts for 
you? A. Yes, he give me some shirts. 

Q. Isee. Now, do you recall at that time what else was said? 
A. What else was said? 

Q. By Mr. Rametta? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he say anything to you besides that he 
had some shirts for you? 

THE WITNESS: He told me he had some shirts and he asked me 
if I wanted them and I told him yes that I wanted them. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) In the course of that conversation was 
anything else said? A. Anything else? 

Q. Was anything said by Mr. Rametta about the union at that 
time? A. About the union? 

Q. Yes. A. It has been so long I can't remember. I can't 
remember andI don't know what I said. 

Q. Well, do you recall, Mr. Walton, and try hard to remember, 

and you understand that you are under oath here before a Fed- 
eral officer? A. Yes. 

Q. You recall telling Mr. Smith that at the time Mr. Rametta 
gave you the shirts he asked you again if you signed a union card? 
A. Signed a union card? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. You do recall that? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you relate that conversation for us, please? A. He 


asked me if I signed a union card and he asked me was I going to be 
with him and I told him that I had to wait and see. 


* * * * 


Whereupon, 
BERT COOPER 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * | * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) What is your job? A. The manager, 
secretary-treasurer of the Connecticut Ladies' Garment Workers' 


Union. 


Q. And how long have you held that position? A. Eight years. 


Q. Mr. Cooper, did you make a demand for recognition upon 
Marie Phillips? | 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. That is a conclusion of the witness 
and that is something you have to determine, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, may I be heard? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I already understand the basis of your 
objection and I am not going to find that the demand was made sim- 
ply by a yes answer. I assume that this is preliminary. 

MR. SIEGEL: Fine, thank you. 

THE WITNESS: I did. | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When did that take place? A. The 
first demand was made on January 19, 1967. : 

Q. And how was it made? A. In person on the shop premises. 

Q. Will you tell us, please, who was present for the company 
at that time? A. Mr. Malluzzo and Mr. Rametta. | 

Q. Can you tell us, please, who was present for the union? 
A. Mr. Appel, Mr. Shindler, Mr. Rosen and myself. | 

Q. Tell us, Mr. Cooper, in the best of your recollection what 
was Said by the parties at that time? A. We went into the shop, the 
three individuals and myself andI introduced myself to Mr. Rametta 
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and gave him my business card and introduced my colleagues. I told 
him that I represented the majority of the workers of the Marie Phil- 
lips organization and I was here to ask for recognition to bargain in 
behalf of the workers of his shop. He said, "All right, if that is what 
the people want." I offered to prove the majority of the workers 
signed through an impartial card count and I suggested — and I left 


with him at that time a letter with the same demand. At that point Mr. 


Rosen had suggested that a priest or a rabbi should make this card 
count and I interjected and said, ''Why not use the services of the 

State Labor Department, they are here in Connecticut, in Hart- 
ford, and we could do that." Mr. Rametta said, ''That is all right.if 
that is what my people want." That was the demand. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there any more to the conversation? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us the whole conversation. 

THE WITNESS: I had the authorization cards with me andI 
said, "I am willing to show these authorization cards to show our 
majority.” And Mr. Malluzzo said that he would like to see a card. 

I sat down and went through the cards and picked out a card andI 
showed this card to Mr. Malluzzo. Mr. Malluzzo looked at the card 
and made a comment, he said, "We thought he was the one who started 
this trouble.” 

Q. Whose card did you display? A. Mr. Fiamma's. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there anything else to the conversa- 
tion? 

THE WITNESS: I left the letter, I made demand andI showed 
him the card and I had suggested — when I suggested the State Labor 
Department make the card count I had recommended that Mr. Renado 
Ricutti, the Commissioner of Labor in the State of Connecticut, con- 
duct the card count or that his department be used as the impartial 
person to conduct the card count and Mr. Rametta said all right. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you say you left somieties with the 


employer? A. The letter with the employer. 

Q. Mr. Cooper, I show you a document which has been orked 
as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 73, andI ask you if you recognize 
it? A. Yes, that's the letter. ! 

MR. ROSEMERE: I offer General Counsel's Exhibit 73 into 
evidence, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) You did give this letter, General Coun- 
sel's Exhibit 73, to anyone in particular at the time? A. I gave the 
letter to Mr. Rametta. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is there any objection to the receipt of this 
Exhibit into evidence? ! 

MR. SIEGEL: No objection. It was received. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Without objection it is received in evidence. 


(The document above-referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-73, was 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) As a result of that conference at the 
plant in January 19th, did you do anything? A. Yes. 

Q. What did you do? 

A. We then left the plant andI went downstairs and I called the 
Commissioner of Labor andI said to him, "My name is Mr. Cooper," 
and I explained to him what had happened at Mr. Rametta's plant and 
I asked him if he would be willing to or the services of the State La- 
bor Department would be willing to conduct this impartial card count 
that Mr. Rametta had agreed to and he said, 'Yes, Mr. Cooper, we 
will be more than happy to perform that service.” I said, "Fine, 
thank you. We are on our way to talk to you about it and see if we 
can work out the arrangements. Would you please, while we are travel- 
ling to Wethersfield," which is about fifteen minutes from Hartford, 
"Would you please contact Mr. Rametta and tell him that I spoke with 
you and see if you can work out the mechanics"? And he said that he 
would do that. We then got into the car and we drove to Wethersfield. 


| 
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Q. Where did you go in Wethersfield? A. To the Commis- 
sioner's Office. 

Q. I see. Did you have a conference with the Commissioner at 
his office? A. Yes. 

Q. What did you say to the Commissioner at that time? 
A. We went into his office and I introduced myself and my col- 
leagues andI asked the Commissioner if he had called Mr. Rametta 
and he said that he did but that he couldn't contact him because his 

telephone was busy. I said, "Commissioner, would you please 
call him now while we are here so we can adjudicate this matter." 
He said, All right,” and he picked up the phone and he called Mr. 
Rametta and he got him on the telephone. I didn't hear Mr. Rametta's 
part of the conversation but after the Commissioner talked to Mr. 
Rametta he turned to me and said, "Mr. Rametta denies that he ever 
said that he will agree to recognize you people and he doesn't agree 
that you have a majority of the workers signed up in the shop and he 
has to talk to his people and he will contact you ina few days." 

Q. Is that the end of the conversation? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have another contact with Marie Phillips? A. Yes. 

Q. When? A. On January 24th. 

Q. How was that contact made? A. By telephone on January 
24th I received a call in New Haven in my office from the Marie Phil- 
lips Company and my secretary — we have an intercom in the office 
and she buzzed me and said, "It is Mr. Rametta from Marie Phillips 
and he would like to talk to you." I picked up the phone and Mr. 
Rametta was on the phone and we greeted each other cordially and he 
said, "Mr. Cooper, I don't believe that you represent the girls." He 

said, "I do not agree to any kind of recognition and I am going to 
refer this to my attorney." I again on the phone repeated the demand 
for recognition verbally andI said, "We are perfectly willing, Mr. 
Rametta, to prove our majority by a card count of an impartial third 


party." He said, "No, I don't believe that you have the majority of 


the workers," and that was the end of the conversation. 
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Q. Did you have another contact with Marie Phillips after that? 
A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. When? A. The following day on January 25th. 

Q. How was this contact made? A. This was also on the 


company premises. 

Q. Tell us, please, who was present for the company? : A. Mr. 
Rametta. | 

Q. Who was present for the union? A. Mr. Shindler, Mr. 
Appel, Mr. Rosen and myself. At this time we had decided to bring 
the eight cutters. 

Q. You had the eight cutters there? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you tell us, please, what was said between the spokesman 
for the union and Mr. Rametta? A. Again I demanded recognition be- 
cause we represented the majority of the workers in the shop and I said, 

"Mr. Rametta, I have the cutters along with me, which will help 
prove that we have the majority of the workers signed." And I again 
asked, I said, "I ask you to recognize us as the bargaining agent for the 
workers because we do have the majority and we are still willing to go 
to a card count by an impartial third party." He saidto me, "y sent you 
a letter yesterday which states my position." He said, "I don't wish to 
talk to you any further. I have given this over to my attorneys." I said 
to him, 'May I see the letter," because I had not been in the office since 
the day before; I was in Hartford and I didn't see the morning mail, and 
he said, "I cannot show you the letter. If you wish to come back perhaps 
when Mr. Malluzzo is here he will show you the letter." He said, "My 
attorney —" AndI said, "Who is your attorney"? And he said, "Mr. 
Sudarsky." I said, "Thank you," and we left. | 

Q. Did you eventually see the letter that Mr. Rametta said that 
he sent to you? A. When! left Mr. Rametta's shop at that point I 
called my secretary at my office and she said my office had received 
the letter and she read it — I asked her to read it to me and she read 
it over the telephone. I saw the letter, however, when I got back to the 
office a day or two later. 
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Q. I show you this document marked for identification as Gen- 


1709 eral Counsel's Exhibit No. 74, andI ask you if you recognize it? 
A. That is the letter, sir. 
MR. ROSEMERE: I offer General Counsel's Exhibit 74 into evi- 
dence, sir. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What's the date of that letter, please? 
THE WITNESS: January 24th. 
MR. SUDARSKY: No objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It is received in evidence. 


(The document above-referred to, 
heretofore marked GC-74, was 
received in evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you have any other contact with the 
company? A. No, sir. 

Q. Do you recall a strike at Marie Phillips, Mr. Cooper ? 
A. Yes, I do. 

Q. When didthe strike start? A. February 7th. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the point of this counsel ? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Well, we intend to show the type of strike that 
it was, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why? 

MR. SIEGEL: There is no 8(a)(3)'s. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is not alleged in the complaint and we have 

got enough to try in this case without trying things that aren't in 
issue. 

MR. ROSEMERE: As the Examiner is, of course, aware that the 
8(a)(3) — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But it is not an unfair labor practice strike 
being refused reinstatement of anything of this sort. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, if we may have a moment 
to confer. 

MR. ROSEMERE: May we have a few minutes, sir? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: You want to be off the record for a few 
minutes? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Yes, if we may. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, we move to amend the com- 
plaint by the insertion of paragraph 14(a) to read as follows: : "Since 
on or about February 7, 1967 and continuing to date the employees of 
the Respondent engaged in a strike to protest the acts and conduct of 
Respondent alleged in paragraphs eleven and thirteen above." 

MR. SIEGEL: May we have that again. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please read it, Mr. Reporter. 

(The reporter read the amendment.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any objection? 


MR. SIEGEL: I would like to have a brief recess to consider this, 


Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. We will have it. 

(A short recess was then taken.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. | 

MR. SIEGEL: We object to the amendment, Mr. Examiner, on the 
basis that number one, it comes rather late in this case for the General 
Counsel to put in an amendment like this and, secondly, there has been 
no evidence that the employees have been on strike as a result of such 
acts and conduct and we, therefore, would oppose the amendment by the 
General Counsel. Further, that all of the testimony that has been elic- 
ited by the General Counsel in this case was within the knowledge of the 
General Counsel prior to this trial and to now move at this late hour to 
amend the complaint it seems to be irregular and improper. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The objection is overruled and 


the motion is granted. Proceed, counsel. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When did the strike start? A. Feb- 
ruary 7th. 

Q. Were pickets posted? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. On the first day of the strike? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What difference does that make now, counsel ? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I would like to show the legends on the signs. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't see how legends make a strike an un- 
fair labor practice. 

MR. ROSEMERE: It certainly isn't dispositive of the issue but it 
certainly is some evidence. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) What did the sign say, if you recall? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. It is self-serving. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The picket sign is the best evidence of it if 
there is any dispute about it. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, I will wait until I hear if the General Counsel 
seeks to introduce this matter. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, it is a little bit irregular and 
L assume that the Trial Examiner does not want the actual sign in evi- 
dence. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It won't be necessary but show him that and 
ask him if that was the picket sign that was carried on February 7th. 


Q. (By Mr.'Rosemere) Mr. Cooper, I display a sign before you 


and I ask you if you recognize it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What is this sign? 

A. This is the picket sign that was carried on the strike con- 
ducted against Marie Phillips. 

MR. ROSEMERE: May we read into the record the legend on the 
sign? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, read it to the Reporter or I will read 
it. "Workers of Marie Phillips, Inc., on strike for unfair labor prac- 
tices, Local 153, ILGWU, AFL-CIO." 
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. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you give strike benefits, pay to 


any employees? A. Yes. 

Q. To whom were the strike benefits paid? A. To all strikers. 

Q. And what period did the strike benefits cover? A. Begin- 
ning February 7th. 

Q. Anduntil when? A. Until the present time. 

MR. ROSEMERE: May we go off the record for a moment ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion helf off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. I will point out for the rec- 
ord that I see no relevancy or materiality or substance in whether or 
not strike benefits were paid to any of the employees by the Charging 
Party in this case. 

MR. ROSEMERE: That is all. I have concluded my direct ex- 
amination, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Cross Examination. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Cooper, did you sign a statement for an 
agent of the National Labor Relations Board in connection with your 
testimony here today? A. Yes, I did. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I would request that the General 
Counsel produce the statement, please. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, let the record show that the 
General Counsel is giving to Respondent's counsel a joint statement 
in which the witness, Mr. Bert Cooper, participated. 

MR. SIEGEL: Okay. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: We will be off the record while counsel ex- 
amines it. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, may the record show that the Gen- 
eral Counsel handed me two statements which comprise all of the state- 
ments that they have in their possession signed by Mr. Cooper. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Cooper, will you please tell us when 

was a meeting held by the employees of Marie Phillips at which 
a strike vote was taken? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: May I be heard, Mr. Examiner? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

MR. SIEGEL: The General Counsel has now moved to amend the 
complaint to stipulate that the strike started on February 7th and was 
because they were striking over the unfair labor practices and I think 
I am entitled to show just what the surrounding circumstances were at 
the start of the strike. I mean, I didn't inject this into the case, the 
General Counsel did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I know that. I sustained the objection. 

MR. SIEGEL: Does that mean, Mr. — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It means that you are assuming a fact that 
is not in evidence that there was a strike vote. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Cooper, was a strike vote taken — was 
a meeting held by the employees of Marie Phillips between January 19th 
and February 6th, 1967? A. Yes. 

Q. Where was that meeting held? 

A. Mr. Fiamma's house. 

Q. When? A. February 6th. 

Q. And how many employees were present? A. Approximately 
thirty-five. 


Q. You know how many employees there are at Marie Phillips ? 


A. LI believe there to be about ninety-five. 

Q. Is it possible that there are more than that? A. Possible. 

Q. At this time at Mr. Fiamma's home on February 6th was a vote 
taken with regard to whether or not there would be astrike? A. Yes. 
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| 
Q. When was notice given to the employees who signed — strike 


that. Was any notice given in writing to persons who signed cards for 


the union about this meeting in Mr. Fiamma's house? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) Was any notice given to any employees of 

Marie ee that there would be a meeting in Mr. Fiamma' 's house ? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. No, not in writing. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Were all of the employees at Marie Phillips 
contacted orally and advised that there would be a meeting in Mr. 
Fiamma's house? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. I don't see the relevancy of that 
question. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


A. I don't know if all the people were contacted but they were b told there 


would be a meeting at Mr. Fiamma's house and whoever wished to at- 
tend that meeting certainly would be welcome to attend. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Well, do you know if from your own personal 
knowledge whether all of the employees of Marie Phillips — | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I find that he doesn't know of his own per- 


sonal knowledge. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, was there — would you please tell us 
in what manner — strike that. Was a vote taken at the meeting on Feb- 
ruary 6th to decide whether or not the employees would go on strike the 
next day at Marie Phillips? A. Yes. | 

Q. And in what manner was that vote taken? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it by ballot? | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was it secret ballot? A. It was done bya 
hand show, by voice vote. 

Q. Who conducted the show of hands? 


A. I did. I conducted the meeting. 
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Q. What did you tell the employees prior to the show of hands? 
A. That we believe that unfair labor practices were committed in the 
shop and it may be that a strike is imminent, a strike may be neces- 
sary. Are you willing to go on strike; I would like a vote on whether 
we go on strike or not andI received a unanimous voice vote. 

Q. Did anyone ask for a secret ballot? <A. No. 

Q. Who was present from the union at this meeting? Saal g— 

Q. Among the paid outside union organizers? A. Mr. Shind- 
ler, Mr. Appel, Mr. Rosen and myself. 

Q. Isee. Did you show the employees the strike sign, that 
picket sign? A. It was hanging in the kitchen of Mr. Fiamma's 
home where every one could see it. 

Q. The sign prepared before the meeting, is that true? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And who prepared the sign? A. The printer. 

Q. And was the printer preparing the sign at the request of 
yourself? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. So that prior to the discussion with the people at the meet- 


ing — 


TRIAL EXAMINER: He already testified to that, that the sign 


was prepared. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did anyone at this meeting speak up about 
whether or not there should or should not be a strike? A. No, the 
people assembled gave unanimous support of the strike; they wanted 
a strike. 

Q. I asked you did anyone speak up about having a strike. Was 
there any discussion about a strike? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I think he answered that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. Was there any discussion about 
whether there should be a strike? 

THE WITNESS: Well, this — 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Other than by yourself? 

THE WITNESS: The whole topic of conversation that evening 
was of a strike and what a strike entailed and there has to be a strike 
vote, do you want to go on strike and the answer was yes, we ‘want to 
go on strike. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did anybody ask any questions of you? 

A. Well, they asked about strike benefits. 

Q. What did youtellthem? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you tell them how much? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Were there any other questions? A. Well, during the 
course of the conversation a number of questions would come up on 
how we acquire representation, what an unfair labor Dac strike 
was, which I explained to the workers assembled what it was. and this 
was generally what the meeting was about, Mr. Siegel. 

Q. I see. Now, exactly what "unfair labor practices" did you 
tell the people at that meeting had occurred? A. Well, I said that 
the employer had spoken to a number of people and he had, in our 
opinion, coerced a number of people and he had committed what we 
consider an unfair labor practice and we were prepared with their 
consent to call this unfair labor practice strike. 

Q. Had you filed any labor practice charge with the National 
Labor Relations Board prior to that meeting? A. I didnot, no. I 
turned it over to our attorney; when he filed it, Mr. Siegel, I don't 
know. 

Q. You know the date that the unfair labor practices were first 
filed with the Boston office of the Board? A. No. 

Q. Would it surprise you if I told you it was February 10, 1967, 
three days after the strike started? A. Would it surprise me, I 
don't know the date. 


MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, may the record show if you will 
take judicial notice of — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Of course, the charge is before me. 
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Q. What did you tell the employees prior to the show of hands? 
A. That we believe that unfair labor practices were committed in the 
shop and it may be that a strike is imminent, a strike may be neces- 


sary. Are you willing to go on strike; I would like a vote on whether 


we go on strike or not and I received a unanimous voice vote. 


Q. Did anyone ask for a secret ballot? A. No. 

Q. Who was present from the union at this meeting? A. I— 

Q. Among the paid outside union organizers? A. Mr. Shind- 
ler, Mr. Appel, Mr. Rosen and myself. 

Q. I see. Did you show the employees the strike sign, that 
picket sign? A. It was hanging in the kitchen of Mr. Fiamma's 
home where every one could see it. 

Q. The sign prepared before the meeting, is that true? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And who prepared the sign? A. The printer. 

Q. And was the printer preparing the sign at the request of 
yourself? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. So that prior to the discussion with the people at the meet- 
ing — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He already testified to that, that the sign 
was prepared. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did anyone at this meeting speak up about 
whether or not there should or should not be a strike? A. No, the 
people assembled gave unanimous support of the strike; they wanted 
a strike. 

Q. Iasked you did anyone speak up about having a strike. Was 
there any discussion about a strike? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I think he answered that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. Was there any discussion about 
whether there should be a strike? 

THE WITNESS: Well, this — 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Other than by yourself? 

THE WITNESS: The whole topic of conversation that evening 
was of a strike and what a strike entailed and there has to bea strike 
vote, do you want to go on strike and the answer was yes, we ‘want to 
go on strike. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did anybody ask any questions of see 
A. Well, they asked about strike benefits. 

Q. What did youtellthem? A. Yes. 

Q. Didyoutell them how much? A. Yes,I did. 

Q. Were there any other questions? A. Well, during the 
course of the conversation a number of questions would come up on 
how we acquire representation, what an unfair labor practice strike 
was, which I explained to the workers assembled what it was: and this 
was generally what the meeting was about, Mr. Siegel. 

Q. I see. Now, exactly what "unfair labor practices" did you 
tell the people at that meeting had occurred? A. Well, I said that 
the employer had spoken to a number of people and he had, in our 
opinion, coerced a number of people and he had committed what we 
consider an unfair labor practice and we were prepared with their 
consent to call this unfair labor practice strike. 

Q. Had you filed any labor practice charge with the National 
Labor Relations Board prior to that meeting? A. I didnot, no. I 
turned it over to our attorney; when he filed it, Mr. Siegel, I’ don't 
know. 


Q. You know the date that the unfair labor practices were first 
filed with the Boston office of the Board? A. No. 


Q. Would it surprise you if I told you it was rebrenes 10, 1967, 
three days after the strike started? A. Would it surprise me, I 
don't know the date. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, may the record show if you will 
take judicial notice of — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of course, the charge is before me. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did any of the employees ask you to state 
specifically what these "unfair labor practices" were? A. No. 

Q. Did you give them any specifics or did you just talk in 
general terms as you described it here? A. That's right. 

Q. How long did you talk with them at this meeting? A. The 
meeting must have lasted about two hours. 

Q. When didit start? A. In the evening. 

Q. Whattime? A. At seven o'clock. 

Q. And at what point if you recall was there a vote taken on the 
strike? A. I would judge approximately half way through the meeting. 

Q. I see. And did Mr. Shindler or Mr. Appel speak at that meet- 
ing? A. Yes, we all spoke. 

Q. And what did they tell the employees? A. The same ap- 
proach was taken by all the officers of the union that if the people 

wanted to go on strike there should be a vote taken for the strike 


to be called to make it a legal strike and the strike would be an unfair 


labor practice strike and this is what all the officers of the union spoke 
about that evening. Now, what they spoke about in the little groups while 
I was not present I don't know this. You will have to ask them, sir. 

Q. Now, you state that there were thirty or thirty-five employ- 
ees at this meeting? A. I said approximately thirty-five, Mr. Siegel. 

Q. Well, would you say it was less than thirty-five? A. I would 
say it was approximately thirty-five. 

Q. Did any of the employees ask you when the strike was supposed 
to start? A. We had made the decision that night ; the employees with 
the officers of the union made the decision that night that it would be 
started the following morning. 

Q. I see. Did you tell them at that time that you had made ar- 
rangements to charter buses for a meeting? A. We did. 

Q. How did you make the arrangements with the bus charter ? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 


443 


MR. SIEGEL: May I be heard on this? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead. | 

MR. SIEGEL: I would ask that the witness be excused. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Step out, sir, and shut the door. 

(Witness stepped out of the hearing room ) 

MR. SIEGEL: The allegation is that the decision or the allegation 
infers that the people made the decision to go on strike to protest these 
alleged unfair labor practices. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They went on strike because of unfair labor 
practices. 

MR. SIEGEL: I would like to show that this decision to strike 


and the preparation for the strike were made in advance of any consul- 


tation with the employees. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I am not impressed with who made arrange- 

ments for the bus. The objection is sustained. Recall the witness. 
(The witness resumed the stand.) : 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How was notice of this decision to strike 
communicated to the other employees of the company who were not at 
the meeting? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. JACOBSON: That fact is not in evidence. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. You put pickets out there? 

THE WITNESS: The following morning, Your Honor. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) So that the announcement of the decision in 
effect was — strike that. The announcement of the decision or the deci- 
sion to have a strike first reached a number of employees when they 
arrived at the plant the following morning? A. Yes, I moe say that 
is true. 

Q. And you had a couple of chartered buses waiting in front of 
the plant? A. Yes, sir. | 
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Q. And isn't it true that a number of employees did not want to 
get on those buses ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. I am telling you now, Mr. Siegel, 
you have a continuing exception to my ruling but I am not going to enter- 
tain any evidence about an 8(b) violation in this case. You have a con- 
tinuing exception to that so don't be bringing it up time after time. You 
have got my ruling and if I am in error — 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. We only intended it in connection with 
the amendment and not in connection with the earlier matter that [ un- 
derstand your ruling to cover. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, directing your attention to the events 
earlier in January, you testified that you offered to show Mr. Rametta 

the cards on the first visit, the occasion of your first visit to his 
office, is that correct? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: Once again you are misconstruing what the witness 
said and the record will show what the witness so testified. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, he is asking him if that is what hap- 
pened. My recollection is that the witness did say that he told Mr. 
Rametta he would show him the cards. I may be in error. Did you 


tell Mr. Rametta that you would show him the cards? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

MR. BROWN: Then, I am in error. 

THE WITNESS: Whether this was the first meeting or the second 
meeting, but I did offer to show him the cards. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) At both meetings? A. No, at one meeting. 
Q. At one meeting? A. At one meeting, not a meeting, a session. 
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Q. Now, Mr. Cooper, think very hard and take your time. Was 
it at the first meeting or the second meeting that you offered to show 
him the cards? A. My best — 

Q. Would you like me to refresh your recollection? A. I 
will try to the best I know how. My best judgment would be after 
consideration that it was at the January 25th demand for recognition. 

Q. Thank you. Isn't it true that at that meeting Mr. Rametta 
told you that he didn't think the cards were an accurate measure of 
the employees' sentiments? A. Mr. Rametta told me whenever I 
spoke to Mr. Rametta and until the point he — 

Q. May I interrupt you. 


MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, the witness is not responding to 


the question. The question is very clear and I ask that the question 
be read and the witness be asked — 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just a moment now, please. You don't have 
to say anything right now, Mr. Jacobson. I am going to state that the 
witness should be permitted to finish an answer before he is interrupted 
and you can move to strike if it isn't responsive if you wish. Also, the 
question certainly isn't phrased in the language that Mr. Rametta used. 

-I think the question is simply this — well, rephrase the question will 
you, please. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, if I may respectfully submit, I would like 
to have the question put as I originally put it and if the Trial Examiner 
will bear with me I have a reason for this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Read the question please. 

(The reporter read the last question.) 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Yes or no? A. At the second meeting Mr, 
Rametta told me that he did not wish to discuss it, that he had sent me 
a letter stating his position and that his lawyers are now involved in 
this. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, the question read to you again and 
see if you can answer it yes or no. 

(The reporter read the question.) 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Didn't he tell you that during your phone con- 
versation the day before? A. At the phone conversation, yes, but not 
at the meeting. 

Q. Allright. A. You said meeting, sir. 

Q. All right. So that the day before and prior to your showing or 
offering to show the cards, Mr. Rametta told you on the phone that he 
did not consider the cards to be accurate, is that correct? A. Cor- 
rect. 

Q. And it was on the 24th, I believe, that Mr. Rametta wrote the 
letter marked General Counsel's Exhibit No. 74, andI ask you to look 
at it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is dated the 24th. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And received the following day in your office, 
correct, received on the 25th in your office? A. There is an office 
stamp on the letter that would be accurate. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is your recollection that it was received. 

THE WITNESS: The next day, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. It was received the same day 
that you met with Mr. Rametta; you called your office and they read 
the letter to you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, Your Honor. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, when was the last time you met with 


Mr. Rametta to discuss the question of representation? A. January 
25th. 

Q. And from that time on you and other officers of the union 
have had nocontact with Mr. Rametta regarding this question, is that 
correct? A. That's correct, sir. 
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Q. As a matter of fact you never filed a petition for an election 
with the National Labor Relations Board. | 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, if I may be heard on this? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. SIEGEL: I consider it to be an extremely material and rele- 
vant matter. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't think it is material at all. You didn't 
file a petition did you? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, get on with it. i 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, at the time of the meeting of January 
25th there was no discussion about a meeting to negotiate a contract 
was there? A. Mr. Rametta refused to discuss anything. He said 
that he had referred to this attorney and they sent me a letter stating 
his position. That is all that happened, Mr. Siegel, at that meeting. 

Q. You didn't discuss the date or suggest the date for a meet- 
ing to sit down and negotiate with — a contract with Mr. Rametta, did 
you? A. No, sir. 

Q. And you didn't suggest any place that the parties get together 


and meet subsequently to discuss a contract, did you? A. I never 


made any such suggestion. | 
Q. And you never presented a contract to Mr. Rametta at any 
time, did you? A. No, sir. | 
= Q. How did you come to go to Mr. Riccutti? A. In January at 
a meeting when Mr. Rametta said all right to the demand for recogni- 
tion it was my suggestion that we use the services of the State Labor 
Department and Mr. Riccutti is the Commissioner of Labor in Connec- 


ticut as you very well know, sir. 
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Q. Had you personally ever used him before personally to run 
acardcheck? A. Lused his offices last week to run a shop in Dan- 
bury. 

Q. Not him personnally? A. No, one of the mediators. 

Q. Now, you testified that on Direct Examination at the first 
meeting you pulled out Benny Fiamma's card, is that correct? 

A. No, that's not correct. I said the second meeting. 

Q. Well, I beg to differ with you. You testified that Mr. Mal- 
luzzo said he would like to see a card and you pulled out one and 
showed him Benny Fiamma's card? A. Mr. Malluzzo. 

Q. My questionistoyou— A. Wait, wait. 

Q. On your Direct Examination you said that was the first 

meeting. A. Permit me, sir. 

Q. If Iam in error you may correct me. A. At the second 
meeting when I went upstairs or, I think, up into the shop with the of- 
ficers of the union, Mr. Malluzzo was not there, only Mr. Rametta, 


so it had to be the first meeting that I presented Benny Fiamma's card 


because Mr. Malluzzo was the one who asked to examine the card and 


my memory tells me that Mr. Malluzzo was not there at the third de- 
mand, actually. It has to be the January 19th one. 

Q. Well, now, Mr. Cooper, I show you your affidavit which I 
would have marked as Respondent's Exhibit 12 for identification. 


(The document above-referred to, 
was marked Respondent's Exhibit 
No. 12 for identification.) 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) I ask you to please examine it and show me 
if there is any mention in your recount of the events of the meeting of 
January 19th where it talks about Mr. Fiamma's card or any card be- 
ing shown. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, look counsel, I don't want to take the 
time for this witness to read through that affidavit. You have read 
through the affidavit and you can tell me if there is something in there 
or not. Now, he can subsequently read it if necessary to see if you are 
correct or not. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Cooper, there is nothing in the affi- 
davit signed jointly by you that relates the alleged events that January 
19th that indicates that any cards, let alone the card of Benny Fiamma, 
was shown at the meeting of January 19th. Is it your testimony that 
such cards was shown at the meeting? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you leave it out of the affidavit? A. When the affidavit 
was taken I answered the questions of Mr. Smith who was the ‘Board 
agent and I answered only what he asked me to do, Mr. Siegel. There 
may be other things that are left out of that affidavit as well. 

Q. But isn't it true that Mr. Smith asked you recount all of the 
events that happened at that meeting? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. No, I don't think he possibly could have covered that in the affidavit, 


no. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You mean Mr. Smith did not ae all of the 
events of this meeting? A. I answered whatever questions Mr. Smith 
asked me in that affidavit to the best of my knowledge. There may be 
some things that I have testified to today that are not in that affidavit 
because what Mr. Smith asked me is what I answered Mr. Smith. 


Q. You mean to tell me, Mr. Cooper, that — well, how! long have 
you been a union representative? A. Twenty-one years. ! 

Q. And you mean to tell me that you were questioned by an agent 
of the National Labor Relations Board in connection with a refusal to 
bargain charge and you failed to tell him everything that happened at 
a meeting at which you requested recognition from an employer? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) You ever filed an 8(a)(4) charge against an em- 
ployer before? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Let's go back over this, Mr. Cooper. When 
you met with Mr. Smith on February 24th where did you meet him ? 
A. Inthe diner. 

Q. Where? A. I believe it was on the Cilas Deane Highway 
between Wethersfield and Hartford. 

Q. What was the purpose — did Mr. Smith tell you the purpose 
of that meeting? A. He wanted a joint affidavit. 

Q. Did he tell you what subject he wanted to cover in the affi- 
davit? A. The refusal to bargain, the meeting I had with Mr. 
Rametta. 

Q. Andisn't it true that he asked you to tell him about those 
meetings? A. He did. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. Look, counsel, it is very clear 
to me that this is a man of experience and he was interviewed by an 


agent of the National Labor Relations Board and he failed to tell him 


something. Now, I think — 

MR. SIEGEL: Something that is highly material. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Most material, all right. 

MR. SIEGEL: I will leave it at then. If I may have one minute I 
think I may be concluded with this witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You want to be off the record? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMIMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Cooper, isn't it true that at no time were 
the cards shown to Mr. Rametta; isn't that true? 

A. Ltestified that Mr. Fiamma's card was shown to Mr. Rametta. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But the cards of the rest of the employees 
were not shown to Mr. Rametta? 
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THE WITNESS: No, they were not. 
. (By Mr. Siegel) Finally, isn't it true that the union never 
baa or responded to Mr. Rametta's letter of January 24th? 
A. That's true. 
Q. Inanyform? A. That's true. 
MR. SIEGEL: No other questions. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Any redirect? 
MR. ROSEMERE: Yes. 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Cooper, what time of the day or 
night was the affidavit given to the Board agent at the diner? 
A. Three o'clock in the morning. He got me out of bed at three o'clock 
in the morning. 
MR. ROSEMERE: No further questions. 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Cooper, where do you live? (A. West 
Haven, Connecticut. ! 
Q. Where was Mr. Smith? 


A. Between Wethersfield and Hartford. I was staying! at the 
Rocky Hill Motel. 

Q. You were staying at Rocky Hill? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Smith called you at three o'clock? A. Mr. Appel 
called me at three o'clock in the morning and said that Mr. Smith was 
here and wanted us now. He was ready for our statement. 

Q. And that was at three o'clock in the morning when you saw 
Mr.Smith? A. Yes, it was, Mr. Siegel. 

MR. SIEGEL: No more questions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. JACOBSON: I have a question, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
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REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mr. Cooper, at the time that you showed 


Benny Fiamma's card to Mr. Malluzzo did you have the rest of the 
cards with you? A. I did. 

Q. Were those cards visible? A. Yes, they were. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You hada stack of cards and they were 


visible and you pulled one out, you went through them and pulled one 


out 

THE WITNESS: I had all the cards andI sat down and rippled 
through them and I picked out Mr. Fiamma's card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. JACOBSON: No further questions. 

FURTHER RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Cooper, I suggest to you after reading 
the affidavit there is absolutely nothing in the affidavit that you gave 
Mr. Smith about sitting down and rippling through the cards, isn't that 
correct? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, if it is true or it isn't true, why don't 
you offer that affidavit. 

MR. SIEGEL: I am going to offer it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You can tell me there is no such thing and 
direct my attention to it. 

MR. SIEGEL: There is nothing, Mr. Examiner, in this entire 
affidavit about rippling through cards at all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. SIEGEL: I would offer this affidavit in evidence, although I 
have two or three other questions. 

MR. BROWN: On what grounds? 

MR. SIEGEL: On the basis of impeaching the witness’ testimony. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Nothing in the affidavit about this particular 
incident or a part of the incident that the witness has testified to. You 
have an objection? 


MR. BROWN: No objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: With that the Exhibit is received in evidence. 

MR. JACOBSON: I want the record to show that the union has no 
objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That is received. 


(The document above-referred to, 
heretofore marked Respondent's 
Exhibit 12, was received in evi- 
dence.) 


MR. SIEGEL: At the proper time I will furnish copies to the parties. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Cooper, you claim that on rippled 
through the cards; were they held together by — in a pack, weren't 
they? A. Mr. Siegel, when I walked into the shop the cards were in an 
envelope in my pocket andI pulled the cards out and there was a stack 
of cards about so thick and when Mr. Malluzzo said he would like to see 
one of the cards I sat at the desk and this is very familiar to me, I sat 
at the desk, sir, and went through the cards to find Mr. Fiamma's card 
and I pulled it out and showed Mr. Malluzzo and he looked at it and he 
read it. 


Q. It is your testimony that that is the only card that you showed 
Mr. Malluzzo? | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: That is what he has testifiedto. | 


THE WITNESS: That is the truth, sir. 
* * * * 


Courtroom 262 
Federal Building 

Main Street | 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Tuesday, June! 20, 1967 


* * * 
Whereupon, 
CONCETTA CAMBRIA 
was recalled as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel 
and, having previously been duly sworn, was further examined and 
testified as follows: 


* 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, you never told Mrs. Pricone that 
you were not coming in to work because you were on strike? <A. No. 
She didn't ask me andI didn't tell her. 

Q. Now— A. Couldlaska question, Jreaeee) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. You just answer questions, please. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, the subject of your signing a union 
card came up on the occasion of your last conversation with Mrs. 
Pricone before you testified in court? A. No. 

Q. When did it come up? A. It came whenI came here to 
testify the first time. Her brother-in-law seen me in here. He went 
home at the shop and told it. And that night she called me up, which 

I did not testify this first day. I testified the next morning. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In other words, you came here and did 


not testify and then Mrs. Pricone told you that she had been told by 


her brother-in-law that you had been here to testify ? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, then, that was the first time you 
discussed with her the fact that you were out on strike? A. Right. 

Q. And until that time you had always told her that the reason 
that you were not coming in to work was because of your husband's 
iliness? A. Not strike. I told her I was home andI signed. She 
asked me, 'You signed with the union"? I says, "Yes," but not that 
I want to strike. 

Q. Andthat was it? A. That's it. And then she started talk- 
ing and telling me that on account of that I had lost my job and the in- 
surance, so I asked her in a nice way, I said, "Took, you're all ‘excited. 
Let me talk to your brother-in-law." She said to me, "My brother-in- 
law is not here. He went to see his granddaughter." I said, "I can't 
talk to you any more." 
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MR. BROWN: May the witness continue, please? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. She's volunteering now. She's going 
beyond the question. 

MR. BROWN: I must object to that. The question was what 
was said. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I have the question, please? | 

(The last question was read by the reporter.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is sustained. Please ask 
your next question. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, did that conversation on that day 
terminate with these words? Is this the last thing — whether or not 
this isn't true — isn't this the last thing, if you recall, that Mrs. 
Pricone said to you on that day? Didn't she say, "Look, we've been 
friends for a long time''? A. She did. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She did or didn't? 

THE WITNESS: She did. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And didn't she say, "As far as the matter 
of the union is concerned, do not let this stand in our way. Let us con- 
tinue to talk with one another on the telephone"? A. No. She did 
not. She was mad. All she said, ''Being friends all our lives," she 
says — 

Q. I just asked you whether or not she said this? A, No. 

Q. Now, didn't she say, "Please keep calling me"? A. No. 

Q. Now, I have to ask you, Mrs. Cambria, if this is not true, 


that in all the years you worked with Marie Phillips, Mrs. Pricone 
never fired anybody? 


MR. BROWN: Objection. Beyond the scope of the witness’ 
knowledge. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) To your knowledge did she fire anybody ? 
A. Lnever looked into their affairs. I don't know if she fired or not. 

Q. Did you ever hear or see Mrs. Pricone you yourself fire 
anybody? A. I didn't see it andI don't know because I never paid 
no — 
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Q. I also would like to ask you this. Did you ever receive a 
blue slip? A. Where? Marie Phillips ? 

Q. From Marie Phillips? A. I received a blue slip when I 
was 65. WhenI was 65 years old, I quit for fourteen months andI got 
a blue slip, andI collected. 

MR. BROWN: Objection, If the record is clear. Your Honor, 
may the record show what a blue slip is? General Counsel is ig- 
norant as to what a blue slip is. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I have no idea what it is and it's not going 
to mean anything on the record unless it's connected, and I assume 

counsel is going to connect it. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Is a blue slip a discharge slip? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's a termination notice, is it not? 

MR. BROWN: I object to this testimony on the record. 

MR. SUDARSKY: If we can stipulate what it is, we can bring 
it out later, either one. If you desire, I'll proceed with my cross 
examination. 

MR. BROWN: Well, I object as to any questioning as to a blue 
slip until it's established on the record what a blue slip is. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: Okay. Fine. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) You returned to work after this blue slip 
you're talking about and then you continued to work for how many 
years? A. Untill was 72, the first of February. 

Q. So you worked for seven more years after you received that 
plue slip? <A. That's right. 


Q. Now, you have not received a discharge slip or a notice of 


any kind from the company that you have been discharged? A. No. 
Q. And you have never received, have you, any notice that any 
of your insurance was terminated, have you? 
A. No. 
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Q. Now, if you were to walk into the shop today — A. Yes. 


Q. You could work, could you not? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

THE WITNESS: Just a minute. Your Honor, canI state — 
when this — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: There's no question. Do you have anything 
in writing that you received from Marie Phillips after the telephone 
conversation with Mrs. Pricone? Did you get anything in writing 
from Marie Phillips? 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Terminating your employ? A. No. 

Q. Or terminating your insurance? A. No. 7 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She got nothing in writing. Nothing termi- 
nating employment, terminating employment or anything else. She 
got nothing in writing from Marie Phillips after the telephone conver- 
sation with Mrs. Pricone. 

MR. SUDARSKY: That's what I was trying to bring out. May I 
have a moment? . 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mrs. Cambria, what is the nature of your 
husband's illness? | 

A. He's got bursitis on the knee and varicose veins. | 

Q. Bursitis on the knee? A. That's right. 

Q. And varicose veins? A. That's right. 

Q. How long has your husband been troubled with bursitis on the 
knee and varicose veins? A. He's been home for eighteen years. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, I object to this line of testimony for 
this reason. At the beginning of the witness' examination, Respond- 
ent stipulated that she has been — or Respondent's contention, of 
course, is that she has been an employee. In trying to show| whether 
she was discharged or not, I fail to see the materiality as to whether — 
as to the nature of her husband's illness. | 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I see the materiality of it. It's a question 
of whether she was a striker and was therefore one of the reasons 
she was discharged by Mrs. Pricone, she went on strike. It's possi- 
ble conclusion she could draw when she turned around and saw the 
pickets. On the other hand, if she was staying home solely to take 
care of her husband, she wasn't a striker. We want to find out what 
the condition — I'm not going to go into any long details of what the 
illness is. The fact is, the witness has testified her husband was sick 
enough that he couldn't get around without her help, and you were stay- 

ing home to help him get around, is that correct ? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. He can't do nothing. 

MR. SUDARSKY: And now the witness testifies that her husband 
has been ill in this manner for eighteen years. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Correct. Maybe you want to continue and 
bring out she didn't want to, but when she saw the picket signs, she 
wanted to stay home, and you want to prove that she was a striker. 

MR. SUDARSKY: And further. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, you did work up until the time of 

the strike, however, in spite of your husband's illness? A. That's 
right. 

Q. And yet, Mrs. Pricone and you did discuss after the strike 
your husband's illness on the telephone? A. We discussed that be- 
fore the strike. 

Q. And you discussed it also after the strike? A. That's 
right. 

Q. And you gave Mrs. Pricone the reason for your not returning 
to work after the strike, not that you were on strike, but that you had 


to stay home to take care of your illness — your ill husband? 
A. She didn't ask me andI didn't tell her. And furthermore, you'd 
like this question to come up now. Two months before the strike went 


on, Sal Malluzzo and Mr. Rametta were in front of the clock. I 
went home every night at 3:30. 
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Q. Is that in answer to my question, Mrs. Cambria? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind. Don't be asking her. This 
lady is 72 years of age. I doubt that she's ever been in court before. 
I'll see to it that she doesn't volunteer. It's a very natural reaction 
of a woman who believes she has something to say and can't under- 
stand why she can't just go ahead and say what she thinks ought to 
be said. I will tell you, Mrs. Cambria, all you must do is answer 
the question. If there is anything that Mr. Brown or Mr. Rosemere 
believe should be brought, or Mr. Jacobson, they'll ask you ques- 
tions and they'll let you give the answers. | 

THE WITNESS: But they don't know it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: If they don't know, that's just too bad. 
ee should know about these things. 

. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mrs. Cambria, didn't you just tell me, 
and I'm Sere in only the truth, that you did discuss with Mrs. 
Pricone after the strike your husband's illness and didn't you tell 
Mrs. Pricone that the reason that you were not working during the 


strike time was because you had to stay home to take care of your 
husband? 


MR. BROWN: Objection. Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I told her before I stopped working for a month before the strike. 

I said, 'My husband is not feeling well and I have to probably 
stay home." 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Then, after the strike started — 

THE WITNESS: That was before. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I know. Now, after the strike started, 
did you or did you not tell Mrs. Pricone that you were staying home 
in order to take care of your husband? | 

THE WITNESS: I told her that, yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Did you get that question and 


answer, Mr. Sudarsky, because you've got the answer now. 
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MR. SUDARSKY: I would like the answer repeated to me. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Since it was my question, 
I thought you might want to pay attention. 
MR. SUDARSKY: May I have the question and answer, please? 
(The last question and answer were read by the Reporter.) 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And the truth of the matter was, then, that 
you were staying home not to take care of your husband, but because you 
were on strike, isn't that the truth? A. No. I told her before the 
strike that I was going to stay home and when the strike went on, I 
wouldn't get mixed up with it. I stayed home. 

Q. But you did actually take strike benefits and go on strike, 
isn't that true, Mrs. Cambria? 

A. [have never been to a picket line. Nobody has seen me and 
I never been to no meetings, but I took the benefit because they told 
me as long as I wasn't working, I was entitled to it. 

Q. Who told you this? A. Who told me this? 

Q. Yes. You just said they told you. Who told you? A. Those 
that were receiving benefits. I forget who it was. 

Q. And when did they tell you this? A. Oh, about two or three 
weeks after, a couple of weeks. I don't remember. 

Q. Can you tell us where this happened, where you were told 
this? A. I don't remember, but I know they came over, somebody 
came over the house. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I'm going to object to 
the form of this whole series of questions. I'm confused and I think 
the witness is confused. Who? We're talking about who. It hasn't 
been clarified who this "who" is. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's right. The witness doesn't remem- 
ber who it was. 

THE WITNESS: I think it was Benny that came over the house. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) So Benny did come over to your house 


and talk with you? 
A. He didn't talk to me. He just simply told me, he said, "You're 


entitled. The union wants you to take the benefits." I think it was him. 
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Q. Well, now, is that one, two or three weeks after the strike 


started? A. I don't remember. It was after a couple of weeks or 
two or three weeks. I don't remember. I pay no attention to those 
things. : 

Q. Now, up until the time that you applied for strike benefits 
and until the time that you had this conversation with Benny which 
led up to your applying for strike benefits, you had talked to the 
telephone several times with Mrs. Pricone? : 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. The form of the question. 
You're assuming a fact not in evidence. She never testified that 
she applied for strike benefits. She said she received them after 
somebody, probably Benny Fiamma, came to her and said, "You're 
not working. You're probably entitled to strike benefits. i 
give them to you." 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, then, I'll ask the question this way. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Up until the time you received strike 
benefits, up until the time you received strike benefits, you've 
talked with Mrs. Pricone on the telephone? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. We've been all over this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SUDARSKY: It's cross examination. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You've already got it. She's testified three 
times that Saturdays and Sundays before and after the strike, she 
talked to Mrs. Pricone on the telephone. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Are you limiting me on cross examination? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I certainly am. 

MR. SUDARSKY: May it clearly show that you are limiting me 
on cross examination, sir? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I am not going to permit you to ask the 
same questions time after time. We've got it in the record. 

MR. SUDARSKY: May we have a recess? : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 
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(A short recess was taken.) 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mrs. Cambria, in the three weeks fol- 
lowing the Tuesday of February 7th, 1967, were you or were you not 
actually on strike? A. I told you I was home. I was not at no strike 
meetings. I was not on no picket lines. I was nowhere near them. 

I was just home. 

Q. Well, will you please answer yes or no, whether you were 
on strike during the three weeks following February 7th, the day of 
the strike? A. No. 

MR. BROWN: I object to that and ask the answer be stricken. 
It calls for a legal conclusion on the part of the witness. Whether 
she was on strike or not is a resolution for the Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. Motion denied. It still calls 
for a conclusion, but my — 

MR. SUDARSKY: Will you please — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She's already said no. She answered the 
question. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I didn't hear the answer. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She gave the answer you wanted. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, when Benny came to see you, you 
had not at that time asked for or received any strike benefits ? 


A. No, I didn't know that they were paying anything. 

Q. And did you tell Benny that you were not on strike? 
A. I said nothing. I told him I was home and that's all. 

Q. Did you tell him that you were home to take care of your 
sick husband? A. Didn't tell nothing. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. She's testified. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) You did not tell Benny what you were — 
what you told Mrs. Pricone, that you were staying home to take care 
of your sick husband? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
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A. I don't have to tell Benny. Benny seen my husband — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You didn't tell Benny that, did you? 

THE WITNESS: He could see it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But you didn't tell him? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Is not Mrs. Minnie Pricone still a very 
close friend of yours? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Immaterial. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. l 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I think that was one of 
the first questions Mr. Sudarsky asked and she said yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Are you and Mrs. Pricone still very close 
friends ? 

THE WITNESS: We were until she told me that I had lost my 
job and the insurance. I didn't call her. She didn't call me, so that's 
all. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) As far as Mrs. Pricone is concerned, 
you told her and she understood that you were out of work because 
you were taking care of a sick husband and not because you were on 
strike? : 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, Mrs. Pricone has nothing to do with 
the insurance at the plant, does she? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Has Mrs. Pricone ever discussed insurance 
with you? A. What insurance? When I've been sick, I brought the pa- 


pers there to Sal Malluzzo and whatever they had to pay, they paid it, 
that's all. 
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Q. Mrs. Pricone never handled — A. She don't handle nothing. 

Q. She has nothing to do with insurance? A. No. 

Q. When matters of insurance come up in the shop, they're 
handled through Mr. Malluzzo, are they not? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Immaterial. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Every time you've had anything to do with 
insurance in the shop, it's been processed through Mr. Malluzzo? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Immaterial. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I brought them bills and the papers; what was written on it, whatever 
was the matter, this insurance was paid. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You've always brought it to Mr. Malluzzo? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She's already testified to that. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, prior to working for Marie Phillips, 
did you work for another company, a company called Lady Youth on 


Capitol Avenue ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Beyond the scope of direct. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What's the relevancy or materiality of 
that? How long have you worked for Marie Phillips all told? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I've continued to work about fourteen, 
sixteen, eighteen years, I don't know. I don't remember. They have 
a record of it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Thank you. 

MR. BROWN: I maintain my objection, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I've asked the question. 

MR. SUDARSKY: The relevancy? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. SUDARSKY: The relevancy is a question of credibility. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's too remote. This is some eighteen 
years ago. 


MR. SUDARSKY: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The objection is sustained. 

MR. SUDARSKY: It concerns the relationship with a garment 
company and a union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm not going to permit you to go into 
any particular detail on something as remote as that. You can ask 
basic questions and I'll permit it. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. Go eee 
Repeat your question, will you please? 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you work for a company called Lady 
Youth on Capitol Avenue? : 

MR. BROWN: Objection, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: May I ask the Court's reason as to ae he allows 
a question concerning eighteen years back? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. 

MR. BROWN: Well, if I may respectfully suggest to the Court 
that if the Court does not give counsel direction as to why it is over- 
ruling objections, counsel has no way of knowing the Court's thinking 
as to what it feels is relevant or material. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You heard what Mr. Sudarsky said when 
I asked him relevancy or materiality andI told him I'm going to 
permit a few basic questions on this. Now, will you please proceed, 
Mr. Sudarsky ? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, was or was not that a union shop? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And were you not chairlady? A. Yes. 

Q. And is it true that that shop closed down? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 


466 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you lose your job at that shop? 
A. He went bankrupt. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And did you lose your insurance? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

THE WITNESS: What insurance ? 

MR. BROWN: May the witness be instructed as the Court has 
done before? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. Please don't answer when I say 
sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Minnie Pricone knew of this situation, 
did she not? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. Have you ever told Mrs. 
Pricone about this, about your having been a chairlady of a union 
shop? 

THE WITNESS: She knew it because when I went to — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. She knew it. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And when she talked with you on the 

telephone — 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, may I respectfully suggest to the 
Court that Mr. Siegel be instructed to refrain from his antics on the 
chair? 

MR. SIEGEL: I'm sorry. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I don't know whether to call them 


antics. He says he’s sorry. But I would suggest that if you just re- 


main calm and collected — 
MR. SIEGEL: Yes. I ask the Examiner's apology. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And when she talked with you on the 
telephone about losing your job, Minnie Pricone was aware of the 
fact that that former employment had been terminated by failure in 
a union shop where you had lost your job? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

A. I didn't lose my job. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. BROWN: I ask the answer be stricken. 

THE WITNESS: I didn't lose no job.. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The answer is stricken. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) When you answered this question on 
your first day of testimony, Thursday, May 11th, as to your iconver- 
sation between yourself and Mrs. Pricone, is it true that you said 
that Mrs. Pricone said to you, "She says to me that she never ex- 
pected me to join the union and she couldn't believe it, being friendly 

with her as I am. | 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, if I may object to that. The coun- 
sel is reading from the record. The record speaks for itself. Is it 
true whether she said it? Of course she said it. I object to the form 
of the question. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is sustained to the form of 
the question. You may ask her if Mrs. Pricone said that to ace. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) You formerly testified, Mrs. Cambria, 
that Mrs. Pricone said this. Is it true that she did say this? 

A. Of course it's true. 

Q. And you told her, "there's no harm in it, I says, there’ s no 
harm in it. Everybody's joining andI didthe same." A. I didn't 
tell her no such thing. I simply told her when she hollered at me 
over the phone, "you, my best friend, a friend of the family, joined 
the union," she says, "I never expected it from you." | 

Q. You didn't tell her, "Everybody's doing it"? A. ‘Wait a 
minute. Wait a minute. Let me finish. So she says to me, “For that," 


she says, "You lost your job and your insurance." I asked her again — 
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Q. Well — 

MR. BROWN: May the witness continue ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please continue. 

THE WITNESS: I asked her, I want to talk to her brother-in- 
law. She told me he was not there. He had gone to see his grand- 

daughter. I said, "I can't talk to you,” I says, "the way you 
are.” AndI closed the phone. 

* * 

Whereupon, 

JAMES BOSTICH 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Bostich, you are now employed 
by Marie Phillips Company? A. Yes, Iam. 

Q. And how long have you been so employed, sir? A. Three 
and a half years. 

Q. What is your job at Marie Phillips? A. Order picker. 

Q. What department is that in? A. Shipping. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What does an order picker do? 

THE WITNESS: Pick dresses. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Picks dresses? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Who is your supervisor, Mr. Bostich? 
A. Supervisor? 

Q. Yes. A. Frank Garfi. 


Q. Now, let me direct your attention, Mr. Bostich, to the end 


of December or some time in January, and I ask you if you had any 
conversation with anybody in the management about the union? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Will you tell me with whom you've had that conversation? 
A. About the union? 


469 


Q. Yes. A. You mean the beginning of it or what? 

Q. At any time, sir, if you recall, at the end of January or — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How many conversations did you have 
with management or anybody in management about the union in the 
latter part of December or early January? 

THE WITNESS: Two. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When was the first one? 

THE WITNESS: I don't remember. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: With whom was the first one? 

THE WITNESS: Sal Malluzzo. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who else was present? 

THE WITNESS: Just him andI. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Where did this conversation take place, 
Mr. Bostich? A. Inthe back of the shop. 

Q. Was anybody else present at the time? 

A. No, there wasn't. 

Q. Did you approach Mr. Malluzzo or did he approach you? 
A. He approached me. 

Q. Will you tell us, please, what Mr. Malluzzo said 2 you and 
what you said to Mr. Malluzzo, if anything? : 

MR. SUDARSKY: For the record, sir, the name is Malluzzo. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think the record spells it as Malluzzo. 
The record is clear. I'm sure you don't resent a mistake. | 

MR. SUDARSKY: No, but it's going to be continuing and I'd 
like to call it to your attention. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Do you understand the question? 
A. Yes, I do. 


Q. Will you answer, please? A. He just asked me didI know 


anything about a union, so I told him no, and he said, well, he's just 
been hearing somebody's trying to get a union in the shop, so I told 
him I didn't know anything about it, which I was lying at the time be- 
cause I'd been informed that if anyone asks me about it, you know, 
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to tell them I don't know anything about the union. And that was the 
end of that conversation. 

Q. Was there any question to you about Mr. Malluzzo about 
your participation in the union? <A. No. 

Q. Now, Mr. Bostich — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you want the second conversation or 
are you forgetting about that ? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I'm not forgetting about it, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: By forgetting about it, I didn't mean lack 
of memory, but I meant ignoring it. 

MR. ROSEMERE: That's not true, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you give a statement to a represen- 
tative from the United States Government, National Labor Relations 
Board? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Do you recall the name of the agent who spoke to you? 

A. Spoke to me? 

Q. Yes. A. I don't recall his name, but I know him. 

Q. Mr. Bostich, I show you a document that's been marked for 
identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 75, andI direct your 
attention to the last page and ask you if you recognize this document? 
A. My name? 

Q. Yes. A. Oh, yes. 


Q. Now, I have here — if you have difficulty reading the hand- 


written statement, Mr. Bostich, a typewritten copy of the same state- 
ment, which may help you read it more quickly. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, now, I object to this procedure again. 
In the orderly direct examination, the witness should not be shown 
any documents until his own recollection has been exhausted. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't know that his recollection has been 
exhausted as yet. 
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MR. ROSEMERE: Maybe I was trying to shortcut too euch: 
I'm sorry. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I did ask you, Mr. Bostich, whether 
Mr. Malluzzo had asked you whether you personally participated in 
the union, is that correct? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. You didn't? A. No. 

Q. Now, that is your best recollection of that conversation? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, I direct your attention, then, to the third full paragraph 
of the affidavit and I want to make it plain, Mr. Bostich, that this isa 
typewritten copy of this handwritten affidavit. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Now, I must object because it appears that 
the counsel is attacking his own witness’ credibility. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It may well be that he is. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I'd like to point out that it 

is June 20th andI believe that this statement was given several 
months ago and these alleged incidents took place a long time ago. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I suppose what you're attempting to do is 
to attempt to refresh his recollection? 

MR. ROSEMERE: That's correct, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why don't you ask him whether or not he 
remembers anything being said to him by Mr. Malluzzo as to his own 
union activities ? 

MR. BROWN: He asked him that, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He didn't ask him if he remembers. He 
asked him if that happened, and he said no, and so there's no recol- 
lection to be refreshed at this stage of the game. | 

MR. ROSEMERE: I'll stand corrected, Mr. Examiner. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Do you recall, Mr. Bostich, is it now 
your recollection whether or not Mr. Malluzzo did during the course 


of that conversation which you have just testified to, ask you about 


your own individual participation? 
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MR. SUDARSKY: Now, before the witness' answer is recorded, 
may it be shown for the record that the witness has been given two 
statements, one an original and one a copy, and he has read the state- 
ments? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I didn't see him read it. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, he can ask if he has. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you read it. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The witness has readit. So 
now, the question is do you recall whether Mr. Malluzzo asked you 
any questions about your own union activity? Do you recall it or don't 
you ? 

THE WITNESS: Now I do. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You don't recall? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I think he said, "'Now, I do." 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now you do recall? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's because you've read your affidavit? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead, counsel. I think one 
thing you might do, counsel, before you ask any further questions of 
this witness would be to let counsel for Respondent see the affidavit. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I'd be pleased to, sir. 

MR. SIEGEL: Will we get to see the entire statement ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of course you will for cross examination 
purposes. This was simply a matter of convenience to counsel. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And of course you have examined it and 
you wish to examine it again? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes. 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, Mr. Bostich, now that you've had 


an opportunity to review the affidavit, will you tell what your recollec- 
tion is now of that conversation with Mr. Malluzzo? A. Just, you 
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know, he came around and asked me, he heard that I signed a union 
card, andI told him, "I know nothing of the sort.” 

Q. Do you recall anything else in that conversation, then? 
A. That was about it all. 

Q. Now, I think earlier in your testimony you made reference 
to more than one conversation, is that correct, Mr. Bostich? 
A. Right. 

Q. Now, with whom did you have this other conversation? 


A. My employer, Mr. Rametta. 
Q. And when did that conversation take place? A. I don't 


know. 

Q. Well, in relation to the conversation of Mr. Malluzzo, about 
how long after or how long before did the conversation with Mr. 
Rametta take place? A. Weeks, I guess. | 

Q. Excuse me? A. Weeks, I guess. I don't know how many. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you remember the beginning of the 
strike? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I do. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was the conversation with Mr. Rametta 
before or after the strike began? 

THE WITNESS: Before the strike. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About how long before the strike? 

THE WITNESS: Before the strike? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: A couple of months, I guess. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) You say a couple of months before the 
strike, Mr. Bostich? Do you know when the strike started? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. When did the strike start? A. February 7th, 1966. 

Q. I believe it was your testimony that the conversation with 
Mr. Rametta did take place with the conversation with Mr. Malluzzo, 
is that right? A. That's right. | 
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Q. So do you still say that the conversation with Mr. Rametta 
took place two months before February 7th, keeping in mind when you 
had the conversation with Mr. Malluzzo? A. Yes. I think Mr. 
Rametta was in California when I had the talk with Mr. Malluzzo, if 
I'm not mistaken. 

Q. You had the conversation with Mr. Rametta after you had 

the conversation with Mr. Malluzzo, is that correct, sir? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, will you tell us, please, where did this conversation 
take place? A. About the same area Mr. Malluzzo and I had the 
conversation. 

Q. Was anybody else there at the time? A. No, there wasn't. 

Q. Did you approach Mr. Rametta or did Mr. Rametta approach 
you? A. He approached me. 

Q. Will you tell us, please, what took place in that conversa- 
tion? A. Well, he said again he heard that I signed a union card, 
so he said, you know, if anybody would have told him that I signed a 
card, he would have spit in their eyes. That's all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I have the answer read, please. 

(The last answer was read by the Reporter.) 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, do you recall anything else in 


the conversation, Mr. Bostich? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, will you find out if the witness means 
if anybody, you know," meaning some person known to this witness or 
whether he's using "you know" as a form of expression — "You know 
what I mean," as an example of what I have in mind. I don't know just 

what he means by "you know." Tell us again what Mr. Rametta 
said to you? 

THE WITNESS: He told me that if anyone had came to him and 
told him that if he knew that I had signed a union card, that he would 
spit in their eyes. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, can you fix the time of this conver- 
sation with Mr. Rametta any more accurately without refreshment, 
Mr. Bostich? A. No, I cannot. 

Q. Now, do you recall anything else in that conversation with 
Mr. Rametta, anything that Mr. Rametta said or anything that you 
said? A. Not at present. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, it has not been established that 
this statement was written out by the witness, and I think that in or- 
der to enable the General Counsel to properly use this statement to 
refresh the witness’ recollection, that he has the burden of showing 
that the language in this statement is the language of the witness and 


not the language of someone else who took the statement. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You're objecting to his showing this affi- 
davit to the witness for the purpose of refreshing recollection? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, because it's not his recollection — for 


example, there is a question here — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: We're not asking whether this is past recol- 
lection recorded. The question being asked is whether it refreshes 
his recollection. 

MR. SIEGEL: That's correct. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You're objecting? 

MR. SIEGEL: [I am. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. Let the rec- 
ord reflect that counsel for Respondent has again examined the affi- 
davit at least in part. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Only in part. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You're going to have the opportunity again 
should you desire to examine it. ! 

MR. SUDARSKY: May we have just a moment? 

MR. SIEGEL: May we ask that the General Counsel ask as his 
first question to the witness if this memorandum will in fact refresh 
his recollection? | 
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MR. BROWN: How can the witness know that? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He can look at it and then can be asked, 
and now having read it, was his recollection refreshed? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I think that was asked. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Bostich, for the purpose of re- 
freshing your recollection, I direct your attention to General Coun- 
sel's Exhibit No. 75, and in particular to the first page of that affi- 
davit, to the paragraph beginning "On Thursday."" Would you read 

that whole paragraph which continues on to the next page? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I object again to this witness being shown 
this white typewritten copy. I believe that we have an original 
signed copy, and I ask that the Examiner instruct the counsel to 
show the witness the written copy and not the typed copy, the very 
copy that he signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Have you concluded? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. The request 
is denied. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Have you completed reading that 
through, Mr. Bostich? A. I just got it. 

Q. Oh, all right. Excuse me, sir. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You've readit? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Now, Mr. Bostich, does that refresh your recollection as 
to the time when this conversation with Mr. Rametta took place? 
A. Yes, it did. 

Q. When did that conversation take place, sir? A. January 
10th, wasn't it? 

Q. January what? 

A. The 10th. 

Q. 10th? A. Right. 

Q. Let me direct your attention to that paragraph again. 

A. 19th, I'm sorry. 
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Q. It was January 19th, Mr. Bostich? A. I guess so. I told 
you like I'm telling him, it was around that time. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Again, let the record fully show that counsel has 
shown this typewritten copy. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The record so reflects. The witness has not 
been shown the original affidavit but has been shown a typewritten copy 
of the affidavit. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Of course, the General Counsel makes available 
to the witriess and the Respondent the original affidavit. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, does the review of that affidavit 
refresh your recollection as to what took place in that conversation with 
Mr. Rametta? A. True. 

Q. Now, will you tell us, please, Mr. Bostich, what else you recall 
of that conversation on that day with Mr. Rametta? A. Well, it states 
that — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: We're not asking you what's stated in that 

affidavit. Do you now have an independent recollection of what 
was said by Mr. Rametta and by you in that conversation? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes, but it was carried, I guess, a little bit 
further than, you know, what really was supposed to have been said. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Nov, look, just answer my question. Do 


you now yourself have a recollection, do you remember what was said 


by Mr. Rametta and what was said by you in this conversation on Janu- 
ary 19th? 
THE WITNESS: Oh, yes, I do. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You just tell us your own recol- 
lection. I don't care what's on the affidavit. I want your recollection. 
THE WITNESS: Okay. Well, may I answer the question? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just tell us what you recall was pe by 
Mr. Rametta and what was said by you. 

THE WITNESS: It says there that Mr. Reed came around and 
asked for that card. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) This was the same day? <A. Same 
day, fifteen minutes apart. He asked me hadI signed a card, andI 
told him yes. He hada pad. I don't know what he wrote down. He 
went in the office and Mr. Rametta came back to me and he asked 
me had I signed the card, so I told him yes, and he said, "Why"? 

So I told him, I said, "I wanted more benefits." And he said, well, 

if anybody would have told him that I signed the card, he would 
have spit in their eyes, and it states that I said I was like his son. 
Maybe he didn't mean it that way, because he's always been good 
to me. Maybe he meant it different. I just said it there. And it 
states that I was going to take over the shipping department which 
he says that Frank Garfi was on his way out and that was about it. 
I've known this for a long time before the union even started that 
I was moving up. 

Q. Now, is that your best recollection now of that conversa- 
tion? A. Right. 

Q. Now, if I'understand you correctly, you had a conversation 
with Mr. Reed and with Mr. Rametta on that same day? <A. Same 
day. 


Q. Which, I believe, you testified was January the 19th? 
A. Right. 
Q. And the conversation with Mr. Reed and the conversation 


with Mr. Rametta were so many minutes apart? A. About fifteen 
minutes apart. 
Q. About fifteen minutes apart. And the conversation with 
Mr. Reed was the one that took place first, is that correct? A. First. 
Q. All right. Now, do you recall in your conversation with Mr. 
Rametta his saying anything about what would happen or what would 
not happen if you did not go with the union? 
MR. SUDARSKY: Leading. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
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THE WITNESS: Answer the question? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I recall. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) What do you recall about that now? 
A. Well, he said that the union wasn't any good because many years 
ago, you know, they had a union shop on Plant Street and, you know, 
it took a lot of months, people out of work, and it just Was any good. 
I guess that's the best I can answer that question. 

Q. Well, let me see if I can refresh your eeconections Mr. 
Bostich. Do you recall Mr. Rametta saying anything about being 
sorry? A. Well, he saidI would be sorry if I went with the union. 

Q. He said you would be sorry if you went with the union? 

A. Yes. | 
Q. Do you recall anything else that was said along that line 


of conversation? A. No. You can refresh my memory if you want 


to, though. 

Q. For the purpose of refreshing your memory, I direct your 
attention to the paragraph on the first page. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What paragraph on the first page? 

MR. ROSEMERE: This is the last full paragraph, sir, on the 

first page beginning with, the sentence begins with "Rametta." 

MR. SUDARSKY: I'll renew my objection to this procedure of 
the presentation of the typewritten copy and the reading by the wit- 
ness before it's clear that memory is exhausted on a certain subject 
and this typewritten copy then shown and the witness reads it and 
then he is asked whether or not his memory is now refreshed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, we're not up to that yet. The pre- 
liminary objection has already been ruled upon. I overruled your 
objection and, of course, I expect that counsel for General Counsel 
will follow the proper procedure. 

THE WITNESS: But I just told you that — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind about — have you read that now? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I read it. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: This is the second time you've read it, or 
is it the first time? 

THE WITNESS: Second time andI told him — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind. Now, will you ask the prelim - 
inary question? 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Having read that portion of your affidavit, 
does that now further refresh your recollection, Mr. Bostich, as to what 
was said during that conversation with Mr. Rametta? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Has it refreshed your recollection? 

THE WITNESS: I just told you — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Has it refreshed your recollection? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it did. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Can you tell us, please — A. I just told 
you that he said if I go with the union now, I'll be sorry, and I'll be taking _ 
over the shipping department, which I told you I've known since a long 
time ago, since the first day I got there. I didn't know nothing about tak- 
ing over the shipping department the first day, but I gathered that from 
the way he treated me. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did Mr. Rametta ever tell you before this 
conversation on January 19th that you were going to take over the ship- 
ping department?’ A. He didn't have to tell me anything. 

Q. He didnot tell you, sir? A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me, sir. I don’t understand your an- 


swer. Before January 19th, did or did not Mr. Rametta tell you that you 


were going to take over the shipping department? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On January 19th did he or did he not tell you 
that you would be taking over the shipping department ? 

THE WITNESS: He said he would like me to start because, you 

know, one day I might take it over. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You'd like to what? 

THE WITNESS: One day I might take it over. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: He said what? 

THE WITNESS: You know, start learning a lot of things around 
there. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, is that all you recall of that con- 
versation? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Let me see if I can refresh your recollection, Mr. Bostich. 
Do you recall whether anything was said in that conversation about 
threats? A. No, sir. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) After that conversation did Mr. Rametta 
leave you or did you leave Mr. Rametta? A. He left me. 


Q. Now, did you have any further conversation with Mr. Rametta 


that day? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. About how long later? A. About fifteen minutes, I guess. 

Q. Was anybody else present during that conversation? 

A. No, there wasn't. ! 

Q. Did you go to him or didhe goto you? A. He came to me. 

Q. Will you tell, please, what was said during that second conver- 
sation on that date? A. Well, he came to me and he said my pay check 
would be heavier Friday. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Your pay check would be what ? 

THE WITNESS: Heavier. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Heavier? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, do you recall anything else in that 
second conversation that day? A. He saidthat I — let me see, just a 
moment. He said after seeing how hard I've been working around here 
that I deserve a raise. | 

Q. Do you recall anything else, Mr. Bostich? <A. No, I don't. 

Q. Well, let me see if I can revive your recollection. ‘Do you 
recall whether there was any mention of cards, union cards? A. No. 
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Q. You don't recall that? A. No. 

Q. Do you recall whether the name Beulah Lynn was mentioned? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Now, if I may be heard just a moment. 

If I understood this correctly, the answer was not that he did not 
recall, but the answer was definitely he recalled. He said not then. 
There was no such conversation, not that he didn't recall. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, in any event, there's a pending ques- 
tion now and that question doesn't — if you're objecting to this question, 
your objection is overruled. Would you read the question, please? 

(The pending question was read by the reporter.) 

THE WITNESS: At that time, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Would you tell us, please, what was said? 
A. He said that John Reed had told him that me and Beulah Lynn had 
signed, the only two had signed the card in the shop, and he told me, 
you know, to talk to her about, you know, why did she sign it. Sol 
told him I would. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He told you to or he asked you to talk — 

THE WITNESS: He asked me to talk to her. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: To talk to her? 

THE WITNESS: Beulah Lynn. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About what? 

THE WITNESS: Signing a union card. 

MR. ROSEMERE: With your permission, Mr. Examiner, may we 
have that answer read back? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

(The last answer was read by the reporter.) 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did Rametta tell you how John Reed knew 
about the card signing? A. No, he didn't. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. It calls for the — I'm a little late, 


I'm sorry. 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I think it was your testimony that the pay 


check would be a little heavier. Is that the expression you used, Mr. 
Bostich? A. That's the expression I used, sir. 
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Q. Did you get a raise some time after that conversation? 


A. Before that and after that. 

Q. Did — the question was did you get a raise some time after 
that conversation? A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. Do you know how much of a raise it was? A. Ten cents 

Q. I think you just now mentioned, not in response to my ques- 
tion, that you had received a raise before that also? A. Many times 
before that I received a raise. | 

Q. When was the last raise you had received before that? 
A. Oh, let's see -—- 

Q. If you remember. If you don't remember —- A. I remem- 
ber how much it was, but I don't remember, it was either November 

or December, I don't know which. 

Q. November or December? A. Right. 

Q. But you don't recall how much the raise was ? A, Yes, I do. 

Q. How much was it, sir? A. Twenty-five cents. 

Q. Twenty-five cents? A. Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How much was the raise that you; got after 
he spoke to you? 

THE WITNESS: Ten cents. 


* * * i 
| 
Courtroom 262 
Federal Building 
Main Street | 
Hartford, Connecticut 
Wednesday, June 21, 1967 


* * * 
Whereupon, 
MARIE ABRAMS 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: State your name and address? 

THE WITNESS: Marie Abrams, 306 Enfield Street, Hartford. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION . 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Miss Abrams, I show you what has been 
received in evidence as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 51 andI ask 
you to please identify that document. Is that your signature and 
your handwriting on the card? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, would you look at the date? Is that about the date 
on which the card was signed by you? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the date? 

MR. SIEGEL: The date is October 11, 1966. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, would you please tell us where did 
you sign the card? A. The card was given to me in a restaurant 
on Albany Avenue. 

Q. On Albany Avenue? A. Albany Avenue. 

Q. Who gave you the card? 

A. Benny. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma? A. I don't know his last name. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The gentleman sitting over there? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's Mr. Fiamma, for the record. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you fill out the entire card in your own 
handwriting? A. Yes. 
Q. Now, at the time that you filled out the card, did you have 


any discussion with Mr. Fiamma about the union? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have any discussion with him about signing a card 
at that time? A. Well,I don't know how to answer that because I 
did say something to him. 

Q. All right. Would you please tell us just generally what was 
the discussion that you had with Mr. Fiamma at the time that he pre- 
sented you with this card and asked you to fill it out in a restaurant? 
A. Before I signed the card, I told Benny that if the shop happened 
to go on strike or anything, I would not take part in it, but I would 
sign the card. 

Q. Isee. Did he say anything to you at that time? A. He 
just said all right. 
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Q. Did he say anything else about the signing of a card? 
. No. 
Q. You don't recall anything else? A. Well, I was the only 
one that didn't sign. | 
Q. All right. Would you please tell us what he said about that? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Just tell us what he said? A. Well, 
everybody had signed except for me. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he say everybody where? Were there 
other people in the restaurant? 
THE WITNESS: What do you mean "other people"? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Were there other people in the restaurant? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, yes. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, when he said that everybody else 
signed, was he referring to everybody else who was in the restaurant 
or was he referring to all the employees in the plant? | 
THE WITNESS: No, in my department. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: In your department? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What was your department? 
THE WITNESS: Shipping department. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: So he told you that all the employees in 
the shipping department but you had signed? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you believe him at that time? A. Yes. 
* * * * H * 
Whereupon, 
JOSEPHINE CONTRINO 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * j 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Ask her how many times the — strike that. 
Ask her how many times the people called at her house to talk to her 

about signing a card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. (Through Interpreter) They came three times to my home. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And on which occasion did she sign the card? 


A. (Through Interpreter) She saidI signed on the third time because 


they told me almost everybody had signed. 

Q. Whotold her that? A. (Through Interpreter) The man 
from the union and Benny. 

Q. Who visited her the first time? A. (Through Interpreter) 
There was a young boy by the name of Gino. 

Q. Gino. Ask her if she knows him by any other name ? 

A. (Through Interpreter) I really don't know. I do know that he does 
work at Marie Phillips. 

Q. Was anybody else with this gentleman named Gino? 

A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. There was the man from the union. 

Q. I see. And who was there the secondtime? A. (Through 
Interpreter) There was a person from the union and Vina. 

Q. Vina Santucci? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Now, on the third visit, would she please tell us what hap- 
pened before she signed the card? A. (Through Interpreter) I didn't 
want to sign, but when they told me that everybody had signed, and I 
was the only one left, I signed. 

Q. Did she believe them that that was true at the time she 
signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. (Through Interpreter) Well, if they told me that, I believed them. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would she have signed the card if they were 
not telling her the truth? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, the same question was asked before 
and objected to and sustained. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I permitted that part — that's the question 
I permitted, I believe. 

MR. BROWN: Would she have signed the card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. I'm sorry. 

MR. SIEGEL: Read it back. 

(The pending question was read by the renonten) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: Exception. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have an automatic exception to all ad- 
verse rulings. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Are you employed by Marie Phillips? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) The card that she signed is printed in Eng- 
lish. Will you ask her if the union gave her a card printed in Italian 
to sign at that time? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. They showed 
me one in Italian and one in English. | 

Q. Which one did the union people ask her to sign, the English 
or the Italian? A. (Through Interpreter) She says I signed the one 
in English because they showed this to me, they explained it to me 
and this is the one I signed. | 

Q. Who explained it to her? A. (Through Interpreter) The 


man from the union. 


Q. Can she point him out if he’s inthe room? A. (Through 


Interpreter) No, he is not here. 
MR. SIEGEL: I have no other questions at this time.’ 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 
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MR. ROSEMERE: I'm going to direct the question to the wit- 
ness, Mr. Donato. When I'm ready for your services, I will request 

them, so you can relax for now. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Contrino, where were your born, 
please? A. (Through Interpreter) I don't understand English. 

Q. Did you understand that particular question I asked you? 
If I say to you where were you born, can you answer me that question? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Where were youborn? A. (Through Interpreter) She said 
I don't understand English. 

Q. Now, where were you born, please? A. (Through Interpre- 
ter) In the province of Naro, province of Agrigento, Italy. 

Q. Were you born inSicily? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. How long have you been in this country? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) Four years. 

Q. How oldare you? A. (Through Interpreter) Twenty. 

Q. Did you attend school in this country? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) No. 

Q. Do you read any English at all? A. (Through Interpreter) 
No. 

Q. Do you speak any English at all? A. (Through Interpreter) 
A very small amount. 

Q. Before you came to this hearing today, did you have any dis- 
cussions with either one of these two gentlemen? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) No. I didnot. I just talked with the other man. She says 


only when we stepped outside for a moment, I talked with one person. 


Q. At any time in the last month were you called in to the office 
at the plant of Marie Phillips? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Did any Italian interpreter speak to her in the last month at 
the plant? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. When you signed the card, was anybody else present from your 
family? A. (Through Interpreter) My father. 
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Q. Was anybody else present besides her father in her own 
family? A. (Through Interpreter) No, except my sister. 

Q. Is her sister older or younger than she? A. (Through 
Interpreter) She's younger. : 

Q. Did your father participate in the discussion at your home 
at the time the card was signed? A. (Through Interpreter) My 
father didn't want me to, but when they told me that everybody 
signed, I had to sign. 

Q. You testified that when you signed the card, there were two 


cards available, an Italian card and an English card, is that so? 


A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Did you ask for one cardor the other? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) No, they just showed them to me. 

Q. Did you see both cards? A. (Through iene Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you read the card that was written 
in Italian? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you ask — strike that. Did you have 
the Italian speaking cardin your hand? A. (Through Interpreter) 
Yes. 

Q. Why didn't you sign the Italian speaking card instead of the 
English speaking card? A. (Through Interpreter) Because they 
gave me the other. 

Q. Did you have both cards in your hand at some time? 

A. (Through Interpreter) No. They first showed me the one in 
Italian and then the one in English. 

Q. Did it make any difference to you whether you ne the 
Italian speaking card or the English speaking card? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) As long as they gave me the American card, that's the one 
I signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who spoke to you in Italian? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Benny. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Was your father present when you 
signedthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Does your father speak any English? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) No. 

Q. Does your father speak only Italian? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) Yes. 

Q. Did your father speak in Italian to any one of the gentlemen 
present that night? A. (Through Interpreter) No, only with Benny. 

Q. Before you signed the card at your home, did you talk to 
any employees about the union cards at the plant? A. (Through 
Interpreter) No. 

Q. After you signed the card, did you talk to any employees 
about the union, about union cards at the plant? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) No. 

Q. Did you ask any employees at the plant whether they had 
signed cards? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Did you ask the gentleman who gave you the card how many 
employees hadsigned? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Did you know Benny Fiamma before you saw him that night 
at your home? 

A. (Through Interpreter) Yes, I knew him at work. 

* * * * 

Whereupon, 

GIOVANNA CONTRINO 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: State your name and address. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Giovanna Contrino. 

338 Hillside Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Senora Contrina, is this your signature — 


does your signature appear on the card marked General Counsel's 


Exhibit 58? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes, this is my signature. 
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Q. Did she fill out the entire card? A. (Through Interpreter) 
No. I didn't fill it out because I'm not good at filling out. My husband 
helped me with this. ! 

Q. I see. And did he also — did her husband also fill in the date 
onthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) I'm not really sure. I think 
so. | 
Q. Where did she signthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) In 
my house. 

Q. And who was there at the time? A. (Through Interpreter) 
There was my husband, me, my daughter and my youngest daughter. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you sign the card the same time that 
your daughter did? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) The same night. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was anybody there from the union at that 
time? A. (Through Interpreter) The last time? | 

Q. The time she signed. A. (Through Interpreter) There was 


Benny and the man from the union. 


Q. Does she see the man from the union in the room here now ? 


A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Could we have an answer to this question. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Wasn't that the man? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Wasn't who the man? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) The one that was sitting 
there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But he's not sitting there now, is he? Is 
he sitting there now? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No, he's not here now. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So he's not in the room? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No, not right at this 
moment. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, at the time she signed the card, did 
anybody speak to her about signing? A. (Through Interpreter) In 
my house? | 
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Q. Yes. A. (Through Interpreter) Benny was there and the 


man from the union was there. We didn't want to sign. He said, 


"You'd better sign because all your friends have signed." And we 
said, ''We don't want to sign. We don't want to be in the union." 
And then we were exhausted, so we signed. 

Q. Did she believe the union's statement that everybody had 
signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Sure, because it appeared 
that I was the last one that said no. First time came Gino and we said 
no, second time the lady, and we said no, and the third time we kept say- 
ing, no, and then we felt forced and so we signed it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What time of night was this? A. (Through 
Interpreter) About 7:30. We had finished eating and my husband had 
come home. 


* * * 


RECROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) While you were signing? A. (Through 
Interpreter) She says, the only time that Benny talked to me about 
this, when he came to my home. The first time came Gino. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind that now. When Benny told you 
that many, many people had signed cards for the union, was this be- 
fore you signed the card, was it while you were signing the card or 
was it after you signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) He told me before I 
signed it and then he said when we were signing, he told us, "Don't 
worry about it. Nobody will know anything about it because this is a 
secret.’ She says the only reason — "If nobody knows about it, it 
might be better for us, but if people know about it, we don't want any- 
‘thing to do with it.” 


* 


Whereupon, 
HOLLYFIELD HARDWICK . 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, did you have a conversation with Mr. 

Fiamma a couple of days later about passing out cards? A. Well, 


he asked me if I could get a few other people to sign andI told him I 


probably could, which I did. 

Q. And at that time did you ask him any questions about other 
people signing cards inthe shop? A. Well, he told me they had 
the majority of the peoples had signed already at the time I had 
signed. I had signed myself this card. | 

Q. And did he make any reference to any numbers or figures 
at that time? A. I don't really remember. 

Q. Do you recall — A. At one time or another I asked him 
how were things going? At one time they said they had 51 percent of 
the peoples. Another time I asked him and he said they had 85 percent 
of the peoples. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma told you at one time they had 85 percent of the 
people? A. At one time he told me that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is this before or after you signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: After I signed the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is this before or after you handed cards out? 

THE WITNESS: This was after I had handed the cards out. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Do you recall at the time you handed cards 
to people whether or not you had any discussion with them about other 
people signing? A. I didn't get that clearly. Will you repeat it? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When you handed cards to people, did you 
or did you not say anything to any of these people about how many peo- 
ple had signed cards? : 
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THE WITNESS: I told him quite a few of them had signed it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you say that to each person? 

THE WITNESS: To each person I gave the cards to I told them 
quite a few had signed. 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Do you know who is the most experienced 
cutter in the shop, Mr. Hardwick? 

MR. BROWN: Objection as to relevancy. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. Yes, sir. I would say Louis DeMauro is the most experienced 
cutter in the shop. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Is he the one that's considered to be the 
leader of the cutters, soto speak? A. I would say yes. 

Q. And do you know if other employees in the shop look up to 

Mr. DeMauro? A. Well, at one time they did, but now — 

Q. At the time that you were being asked to sign a card, was 
Mr. DeMauro considered a leader in the shop? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. I find that leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I find it leading. I also don't know 
what leader in the shop means. 

MR. SIEGEL: I'll withdraw the question, then. I have no other 
questions of Mr. Hardwick. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Cross examination. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Hardwick, you have your signed 


card before you, is that right, sir? A. Correct. 

Q. Now, who was it who first approached you about that card? 
A. Benny, I don't know. 

Q. Benny Fiamma? A. Yes. 

Q. Is that the gentleman who's here present? A. That's the 
gentleman. 
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Q. Now, do you recall the particular day that he approached 


you with that card? I don't mean the date, but can you recollect the 
circumstances — | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Can you remember the occasion? 

THE WITNESS: No. | 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Was anybody with Benny? A. When 
he gave me the card? | 

Q. Yes. A. No. 

Q. Will you tell us what Benny said when he approached you at 
that time with the cards? A. He just said, "Here. Here’ s a card. 
We're gonna get a union in here." I asked him had everybody signed. 
He said yes. I said, "What about Louis"? He said, "Yes, don't worry 
about it.” | 
Q. Why were you interested in Louis? A. Because I didn't 
know at any time if Louis didn't sign that card, I wouldn't have signed 
it. As far as I'm concerned, I was brainwashed into it. I'm sorry. 

Q. Did you find out later whether Louis had signed the card or 
had not? <A. I found out later, but it was too late for me. I signed 
already. i 

Q. How did you find out? A. Through by some other fellows. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: About how long after you signed the card 
did you find out that Louis hadn't signed the card? | 

THE WITNESS: It must have been a couple of months after. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You never spoke to Louis about it? 

THE WITNESS: No. I had intentions of talking to hip, but I 
never got around to it. I'm always busy. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How frequently did you talk to Louis during 
the course of the day or week? 

THE WITNESS: Not too often. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Are you a cutter, Mr. Hardwick? 

A. No, sir. 
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Q. Do you have occasion to go into the cutting room? A. I'm 
a receiver in the cutting room. 

Q. Is that where Louis works? A. That's where Louis works. 

Q. How often do you see Louis? Every day? A. Every day 
or talking to him. 

aK 

Whereupon, 

GIUSEPPINA FORMICA 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Formica, did you sign a card marked 
as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 64? A. (Through Interpreter) The 
only thing I wrote down was my name, Giuseppina Formica, that's all. 

Q. And does she know when she signed her name on the card? 
A. (Through Interpreter) She says I believe it was on a Sunday morn- 
ing around 8:00 o'clock in the morning. It might have been in November. 

Q. In November. And where was she when she signed the card? 
A. (Through Interpreter) I was in my own home, in my kitchen. 

Q. And was anybody else there at the time? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) I was there alone. My husband was in the kitchen and my 
daughter was there, but she was in another part of the apartment. 

Q. Was there anybody there from — who worked with Marie 
Phillips? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Can she recall — well, who talked to her about — strike that. 
Where did she — where did she get the cardto sign? A. (Through 
Interpreter) They brought it. 

Q. Who is "they"? A. (Through Interpreter) Benito and 
Modestino. 


Q. Is Benito, is the gentleman named Benito sitting in the room 
today? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 


497 


Q. Who — would she point him out? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is it Benny Fiamma? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) She says I assume — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is it that man sitting there next to the wall? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes, it is. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And that's Benny Fiamma. 

MR. SIEGEL: That's Benny Fiamma. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mr. Fiamma talk to her on the occasion 
of this visit about signing a card? A. (Through Interpreter) She 


asked who, Benny? I said yes, and she said, yes, he asked me to sign 
that because I would be helping myself. | 

Q. Would she tell us everything that Mr. Fiamma and Mr. Famig- 
lietti said to her at that time? A. (Through Interpreter) She said 
you're helping yourself if you put yourself in the union for everybody 
has signed, and so I signed also. ! 


Q. Ask her who told her that everybody had signed? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Benny told me and Modestino also toldme. | 

Q. Did she believe them? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. : 


A. (Through Interpreter) My goodness, yes, I did believe them. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would she have signed the card if they were 
not telling her the truth? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Ask her if there was any disenssion about the 


word "secrete" onthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) ‘She said they 
told that to me, it would be a secret, because I didn't want to sign. 

Q. Did she ever tell them that they could tell other people that 
she had signed or reveal her name to other people that she signed? 


MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE INTERPRETER: I'm not sure.I understood the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) The question is did she ever authorize 
either of the gentlemen that she had signed the card or tell anybody 
else that she had signed it? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

* * ae * 

Whereupon, 

ORTILIA CEREJO 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What didn't you fill out? A. This here. 

Q. Would you tell us what it is you're pointing to? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is it? Tell us, where it says "em- 
ployed by Marie Phillips," did you write Marie Phillips? 

THE WITNESS: No, and this thing. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Craft, where it says "craft," the word is 
"sorter." Did you fillitin? A. No. 

Q. Did you fill inthe date? A. I think so. 

Q. Where did you fill out the card or sign the card? A. Inthe 
cutting room. 

Q. And who gave you a blank cardto sign? A. Benny. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma? A. Yes. 


Q. Now, when you signed your name to the card, was there any- 
body else there with you? A. Yes. 

Q. Who? A. Tommy Spada. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was Mr. Fiamma there? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, he was there. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Was he there when you signed the card? 

Was he with you when you signed the card? | 

THE WITNESS: No. i 

TRIAL EXAMINER: . But Tommy Spada was with you? 

THE WITNESS: No, he was working. : 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, did you have any discussion with Mr. 
Fiamma at the time he handed you a blank card? A. No, 

Q. Did Mr. Fiamma talk with you at any time before you signed 
the card? A. No. | 

Q. Did you have any discussion with Mr. Spada petore you signed 
the card? A. No. | 

Q. Can you recall when Mr. Fiamma handed you the card, where 
did he hand you the card? A. Inthe cutting room. 

Q. Inthe cutting room. Did you sign it the same day he handed 
itto you? <A. Yes. 

Q. At the time he handed you the blank card, did he ‘say anything 
to you? A. He just said, "Sign this because everybody signed it.” 


Q. Didhe tell you what the cardwas for? A. For the union. 
Q. For the union. Did he — | 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me. Were you working in the cut- 
ting room? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. : 

. (By Mr. Siegel) You say that he told you that everybody had 

oats and did you believe him? A. Yes. | 

Q. Had you regularly worked in the same room with Mr. Fiamma? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Since you've been with the company? A. No. 


Q. How long have you worked — were you working in the cutting 
room at that time? A. I don't know. 

Q. A couple of months? A. Maybe. 

Q. And you knew Mr. Fiamma, though? A. Yes. | 
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Q. If Mr. Fiamma had not — strike that. Would you have signed 
a card if Mr. Fiamma had not told you.that everybody had signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE:. Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you believe that Mr. Fiamma was telling 

you the truth that everybody had signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What was your answer? A. Yes. 

Q. Did Mr. Fiamma say anything to you about helping him out? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Would you tell us what he said, please? A. He just said, 
"Sign this. I need your help.” You know. 

Q. "Sign this. I need your help"? A. Yes. 

Q. And then he told you that everybody had signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. SIEGEL: May the record show the witness answered and the 
answer was yes. 


* * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


* * * a * 


Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, did Benny Fiamma tell you that 


many people had signed? A. Yes. 
Q. Is that what he saidto you? A. Yes. 
Q. And when did he tell you that? A. The same day. 
Q. And how long after you signed the card did he tell you that ? 
MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. He told me before. 


501 


TRIAL EXAMINER: He told you before? 

THE WITNESS: When he gave me the card, he told me. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Miss Cerejo, wasn't it your testimony 
before that when Mr. Fiamma passed you the card, he said nothing to 
you? | 

A. He gave me the card and he said, "Sign this because every- 
body's signed and it's good." That's all he told me. | 

Q. So there was a conversation between Mr. Fiamma and you 
when he passed you the card? A. Just that. | 

Q. Is that what he told you, that many people had signea? 

A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he tell you that many peool had signed 
or that everybody had signed? 

THE WITNESS: Everybody had signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Everybody you think or —I don't want to 
put words in your mouth, I assure you. Give me your best recollection. 
Did he say to you that everybody had signed or that many people had 
signed? | 

THE WITNESS: That everybody had signed. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, did you ask Mr. Fiamma any ques- 
tions at the time he passed you the card? A. No. | 

Q. Did you say anything to him at all? A. No. 

Q. Now, you say that Benny Fiamma told you at the time he 
passed you the card that everybody had signed? Do you recall whether 
he added anything to that statement? Didhe say everybody in your 
room had signed? 

A. He just says everybody. I don't know. 

Q. Now, after you did fill out the card, Miss cereio, what did 
you do with the card? A. I gave it to Benny. | 
Q. That was the man that gave it to you, is that correct? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you have any conversation with him at that time? A. No. 

* * * * * 

Whereupon, 

MARY PETRICCIONE 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Petriccione, I show you what's been 


marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 54 and ask you if your signa- 


ture is onthat card? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you fill out all the handwriting on the card? A. No. 
Just the name and address and Benny Fiamma filled out the rest. 

Q. Did he also fill out the date on the card, Mrs. Petriccione? 
A. I don't recall the date. 

Q. Do you recall whether or not the date on there, October 30, 
1966, is correct? A. Yes. 

Q. You recall filling out or signing a card some time in October? 

MR. BROWN: She just said yes, Your Honor. I fail to see the 
reason for the second question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Objection is overruled. 

A. Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, where did — strike that. Did Mr. 
Fiamma give you a card to fill out, a blank card? A. Well, he sent 
me so many cards andI always refused, so finally, he came over my 

house to make me sign. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. The answer is not responsive. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, is it responsive so far as you're con- 
cerned? 

MR. SIEGEL: It's responsive as far as I'm concerned. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, the objection is overruled. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who was present at your house when Mr. 
Fiamma came over? A. My husband andhe. That's all. 

Q. How many times did he come to your house to ask you to sign 
acard? A. Well, he came once, but he'd been calling me and seen 
me at the shop before. that. : 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to ride with Mr. Fiamma? 

A. No. He just gave me a ride down town a couple of times. 

Q. I see. Andon those occasions did he ever ask you to signa 
card? A. Yes. : 

Q. And what was your answer? A. I always said no, that I 
don't want nothing to do with the union. | 

Q. Now, on the night that Mr. Fiamma came to your home, was 
there any discussions between you and him about signing * card? 

A. I didn't get that. 

Q. Allright. Let me rephrase it. The night that Mer. Fiamma 
was at your house, did he talk to you about signing the card? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Would you tell us what he said? A. Well, he told 
me that before he came at my house, I told him that he could come to 
my house, but I don't want nothing to do with the union, but when he 
came, he try to tell me all the benefits the union do, and I told him I 
had experience with the union before and I have troubles, land so he says 
it was different this time. | 

Q. Did he say, then, anything else? A. Well, he kept insisting, 
but I did sign just to take him off my back because he was bothering me 
too much, but I didn't believe it was going to go any further, you know, 
like this. | 

MR. ROSEMERE: I move that that answer be stricken as not re- 
sponsive to counsel's question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. The motion is denied. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, did he say anything to you at that time 
about other people having signed inthe shop? A. Yes, lhe did. 

Q. What didhe tell you? A. He said everybody had signed. 
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Q. And did you believe him? A. No, because I didn't care if 
they did or not. 
Q. Well, would you have signed if — strike that. Before you 


signed the card, did he tell you that everybody had signed? 
MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. Very leading, Your Honor. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It is leading. 
MR. SIEGEL: All right. I'll rephrase it. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What did Mr. Fiamma say to you before you 


signed the card about other people signing it? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I think that presupposes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That, of course, assumes that he said some- 
thing. 

MR. SIEGEL: I'm sorry. Let me start again. Let me strike that 
and start again. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) When Mr. Fiamma was at your house, he 
talked with you about other people having signed cards, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Now, can you tell us, did he talk with you about 
this before, while you were filling out the card or after you signed the 
card? A. Before. 

Q. And what didhe tell you? A. He told me that a lot of people 
signed and why should I be different, andI had to sign to be with every- 
body. 

Q. You had to sign to be with everybody? A. Yes. 

Q. And did you then sign the card after he told you this? 

A. Well, no, not exactly, but I just sign it because I didn't want to hear 
no more from him, you know. 

Q. Well, did Mr. Fiamma threaten you inany way? A. No, but 
he just was asking me all the time when I see him and I thought it 
wouldn't be nothing to sign that card. 

Q. Did he make you any promise about the card at the time you 
signed it? 
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MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You know, of course, that you're leading, 
don't you? | 

MR. SIEGEL: I'm sorry. Strike that. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did he say anything to you after you signed 
the card about what would happen to the card? A. No, but I was sorry 
after I signed the card and I've been sick ever since. 7 

Q. Now, you were sorry after you signed the card? | A. Yes. 

Q. Did you do anything after that meeting with Mr. Fiamma 
about your card? A. I said before that I was sorry and then, about 
three weeks before the strike, I wrote the union a note that I wanted the 
card back; I didn't want to have nothing to do with the union, but I never 
heard from them. | 

Q. And who wrote, who wrote the letter that, or the note as you 
call it, to the union? 

A. My son. 

Q. All right. Now, would you tell us where the letter, where this 
was written and the circumstances under which it was written and then 
sent to the union? Tell us what happened about that? A. : Well, I just 


told him what to write and he wrote andI mailed a letter. © 
Q. And where did you mail the letter? A. Near my house in 
Rocky Hill. | 
Q. And do you remember where the letter was addressed to? 
A. I think it's in New Haven or Orange, Connecticut. I wasn't sure. 
Q. And did you mail it at the post office or at the mail box? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: At the mail box near her house she’s testi- 
fied. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you ever receive an answer from the un- 
ion? A. No. | 
Q. Do you remember whether or not you wrote that letter and 


mailed it to the union before or after the union — strike that. Do you 
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remember the time when the union came to the shop to talk to Mr. 
Rametta? A. If I signed — 

Q. No, just a minute. Do you remember the union people or 

hearing about union people having come to the shop to talk to 
Mr. Rametta a few months ago? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Now, did you mail, did you write and mail the 
note to the union that you've been telling us about — 

MR. BROWN: I'm sorry, Your Honor, andI must ask Mr. 
Siegel's indulgence. He said a few months ago. I wonder if that's 
not confusing the witness about when the union people came to the shop. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, several months ago. Do you remember 
an occasion when the union people went to the shop? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, what counsel wants to know is whether 
you mailed the letter before you came to the shop or after they came to 
the shop? 

THE WITNESS: Way before, way before they came to the shop. 

* * * * * 

Whereupon, 

IUSEPPINA TIRALONGO 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Tiralongo, I show you what is marked as Gen- 
eral Counsel's Exhibit No. 62, and ask you if you signed that card? 


A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. The written part is my signature. The 


other part is not mine. 
Q. Does she know who filled in the rest of the card? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Benny Fiamma and another fellow named Greco came to 


my home. 


507 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Does she know which one, if either of them, 
filled it out, the rest of the card? | 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No, just another time when 
three people came and the second time they came, this man and Greco, 
because I didn't want to sign. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So, it was the second time that somebody 
came there that she signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes, sir. Te came, 
they got the signature and they left. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Does she know who filled out the rest of the 
card excepting for her signature? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No. I just signed it, they 
took the paper and they left and — 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she fill out the date? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) No. 

Q. Does she know if the date is correct? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the date for one thing? 

MR. SIEGEL: November 3rd, 1966. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Ask her if November 3rd is the correct date 
she signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) I don't remember the date. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Does she remember what month she signed 
the card? A. (Through Interpreter) As far as the signature is con- 


cerned, I signed this, but as to the day, I don't remember, 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she sign it before or after Thanksgiving? 
THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) I don't remember which 
day. They made me sign, but I don't remember which day, either before 
or after. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Ask her if she remembers if it was before or 
after Columbus Day? A. (Through Interpreter) No, I don't remember. 
If I say anything, I'd be telling you a lie. 
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Q. Now, does she know Mr. Greco? Has she ever heard Mr. 
Greco referred to by any other name inthe shop? A. (Through 
Interpreter) He came to my house with this gentleman. I only know 
him as Greco, Luigi. 

Q. Now, who was with her at her home at the time that she 
signed the card? 

A. (Through Interpreter) I was in my daughter's house. 

Q. And who — did anybody talk to her about signing the card? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Where? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: At her daughter's house. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) This gentleman wanted 
me to sign it. He said that everybody had signed except ten to twelve, 
and my husband said, "Why don't you sign"? He said, "Everybody has 
signed this except ten or twelve." And that's when my husband said, 


"Put your signature and it will be done with because I don't like to have 


people coming in over and over again to do something," because I told 
him the first time no and they came back the second time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Now, who told her that everybody 
but ten or twelve had signed? Benny Fiamma? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Benny Fiamma and the 
boy who is now in the service. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Greco? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Did she believe them that they were telling the truth about 
how many people had signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) I believed that whatever 
they told me was the truth. How was I to know? 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, without any — well, in all deference 
to the Interpreter, I think it better procedure if the Court instruct him 
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to wait to finish with the answer before he gives what I hope is the 


literal translation of what he's saying and not the Interpreter's 
impression of what the answer is. I hope the Interpreter under - 
stands that. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Donato, you are interpreting just 
what the witness is saying, isn't that so? 

THE INTERPRETER: Absolutely, word for word. — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And it's my understanding that the Interpre- 
ter in fact is trying to be helpful in light in fact that the witness some- 
times is giving very long answers and the Interpreter is trying to break 
it up as she goes along and still keeping his ear open for everything 
that she says, isn't that correct? | 

THE INTERPRETER: That is it, exactly. i 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And you have been giving us word for word 
answers — translation of what the witness has been saying? 

THE INTERPRETER: Absolutely. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Proceed, sir. Continue just the 
same way. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would she have signed the card if it was not 

true about everybody having signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was she promised anything? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

MR. SIEGEL: Strike that. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was anything else said to her by Mr. Fiamma 
at the time she signedthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) What 
could he have told me? | 

Q. Ask her if there was any discussion about any of the words 
onthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) He told me that it was a card 


of the union, that's all. 
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Q. Ask her if she recalls anything else that he said to her? 
A. (Through Interpreter) What else could he have told me? 

Q. Ask her if it helps her memory if I were — if I ask her if 
there was any discussion about the word "secrete"? A. (Through 
Interpreter) She said that this signature that we put will be kept se- 
cret and that's all I know. 

* * 

Whereupon, 

SALVATRIA CANCELLIERI 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * *x * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Senora Cancellieri, I show you what's been 
marked as General Counsel's 56, and ask you if your signature is on 
the card? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes, that is my signature. 

Q. Is all the handwriting on the cardhers? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) The first three lines are mine. 

Q. Did she fill out the date, too? A. (Through Interpreter) 
Yes. 

Q. Where did'she signthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) 
At home. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the date on the card? 

MR. SIEGEL: 11/1/66. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And who was present? Who was with her at 
the time that the card was signed? A. (Through Interpreter) My 
husband. 

Q. Was anybody there? Strike that. Who else was there to talk 
to her about signing a card? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 


Q. No one else was there from the union? A. (Through Inter- 


preter) Only those people who came and my husband. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Who were the people who came? 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who were the people who came? A. (Through 
Interpreter) One from the union, Mr. Fiamma, but before Mr. Fiamma 
came at two other times, other people had come from the union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But when she signed the card, only Mr. 

Fiamma was there, is that correct? | 
THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Only one, Mr. Fiamma. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How many times had Mr. Fiamma come to 


her house? A. (Through Interpreter) Just once, but before him sev- 


eral times other people had come talking andI was tired, and when Mr. 


Fiamma came, I signed the card and he left. 

Q. Now, did Mr. Fiamma talk with her while he was there the 
time she signedthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) No, she says 
because other people had talked to me, other people from the union had 
talked to me enough. : 

Q. On the earlier visits had she signed a card for ems had she 
signed a card on the earlier visits? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Did any of the union men talk to her or tell her anything the 
night she signed the card? : 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, counsel, when you say did any of the 
union men, her testimony is that only Benny Fiamma was there the night 
that she signed the card. : 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. Let me strike that and rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) The night she signed the card, did Benny 
Fiamma tell her anything at the time she signed or before she signed? 
A. (Through Interpreter) No. He says we were just about all com- 
pleted and we needed just a few more signatures. | 

Q. Did he tell her that before or after she signed the card? 

A. (Through Interpreter) He told me before. However, he said when 
the other people from the union came, they had told this to me over and 


over again. 
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Q. And did she believe Mr. Fiamma that they needed only a few 

signatures? ‘A. (Through Interpreter) I believed them, but — 

Q. Didshe sign after he made that statement to her? 

A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Didshe rely upon that statement — strike that. Would she 
have signed the card if what Benny, what Mr. Fiamma had told her was 
not true? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Ask her if she knows or remembers whether 
or not they told her that they only needed a few more signatures on 
either the first or the second time that someone came to her house. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. Leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I don't think it is leading, counsel. 
The witness said already that Benny Fiamma told her they only needed 
a few more signatures, and that she had been told the same thing time 
after time by the other union people who had come to the house pre- 
viously. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I'll withdraw the objection, then. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So now, the question is did these other union 
people tell her that they only needed a few signatures on the first time 
they came to see her or the second time or on both occasions ? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) They told:‘me when they 
first came with the union, the first time they came in and that told me 
that all they needed was just a few signatures. She says, I was against 
it and I didn't want to sign it at that time and I wasn't interested in the 
union. The boss treats me very fine at work. I wasn't talking about 
other people. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she — strike that. The card that she 
signed is printed in English. Did anybody explain the cardto her at the 


time she signed? A. (Through Interpreter) No. At the time that the 
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first people came, they gave me one in Italian, but I tore it up because 
I am told — I told them I didn't want anything to do with it. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, would you please ask the witness to 
try not to continue to answer a question while you are interpreting? 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there a discussion at the time she 
signed about her card being shown to anyone else? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Yes, there was. 


Q. What was said? A. (Through Interpreter) The union, Mr. 


Greco, everybody said that this was a secret. 

Q. Did she believe them ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes, because on the card 
it says, "secret." 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you very much. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Cancellieri, how long have you been in 
this country? A. (Through Interpreter) Nine years. 

Q. Is your husband a native of the United States or is he from 
some other country? A. (Through Interpreter) No, he's from Italy. 

Q. Have they both been here for nine years? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) My husband came here two years prior. 

Q. During the visits by the union people prior to the time that 
you signed your card, could you tell us what were the — let's take the 
first time they came to your house — did youknow who the people were? 
A. (Through Interpreter) No. They were from the union, but I didn't 
know them. 

Q. And what didthey tell you? A. (Through Interpreter) They 
told me they wanted the union and so many things that they told me. 
Sometimes they talked in English, sometimes in Italian; sometimes I 
didn't understand. They stayed there more than an hour, and then I told 

them I didn't want the union and then they left. 
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Q. Did they leave the Italian cards with her at that time? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Didthey tell you what the cardwasfor? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) Yes. They told me what this card was andI tore it up and 
I threw it away. 

Q. How long did you keep it before you tore it up? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Immediately and right in front of them. 

Q. Now, the next time that union people came, did you let them 
into your house? A. (Through Interpreter) They came into my house, 
but I told them I didn't want to have anything to do with this. Now, they 
said they still wanted me to think about it and they were trying to con- 
vince me in the hopes that they would convince me. 

Q. Now, at the time that Benny came to visit you, immediately 
prior to him coming to your door, did you receive a call from Mrs. 
Italia? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. And what did Mrs. Italia tell you? A. (Through Interpreter) 
She said that Mr. Fiamma had said to her that only three people were 
left that hadn't signed up. 

THE INTERPRETER: I beg your pardon. I understood correctly, 


but I said it wrong. She said Mrs. Italia told her that — she said 


that Mr. Fiamma had gone to see Mrs. Italia and Mrs. Italia said that 
Mr. Fiamma was coming there because everybody but three had signed 
up. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, when Mr. Fiamma came to your house, 
who was present of your family? A. (Through Interpreter) My hus- 
band. 

Q. Was her sonthere? A. (Through Interpreter) My son was 
there only when the people from the union were there. 

Q. How about the time when Mr. Fiamma came? A. (Through 
Interpreter) My husband was there. 

Q. Was her sonthere? A. (Through Interpreter) I don't remem- 
ber for sure, but for sure my husband was there. I was at my home. 
We were all home at the time to eat. 
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Q. And does your son eat at your house? A. (Through Inter- 


preter) Yes. They're single and none of them are married. 

Q. I see. What did Benny say to her when he handed her the 
card? A. (Through Interpreter) He didn't say anything. He gave it 
to me and I signed it and I've been perspiring over this thing for such 
a long time. | 

Q. So, in other words, from the time Benny walked i in the house 

until the time you signed the card, he said nothing to you except, 
"Hello, how are you"? A. (Through Interpreter) No. He just said 
hello to me. She says a lot of times a particular thing, you can't re- 
member everything. | 

Q. But was anything said about the card before she signed it by 
Benny? Did Benny tell her anything about what the card was before 
she signed it? A. (Through Interpreter) He told me that when we 
signed this card, everything was secret and then there was going to be 
a vote, nothing extraordinary. | 

Q. Benny told her that then there was going to be a vote? 

A. (Through Interpreter) She said even the union told me this. 

Q. When did the union first tell her that there was going to be a 
vote? A. (Through Interpreter) I don't remember the day. She says 
before the voting, this was how it had to be done. | 

Q. Before what? A. (Through Interpreter) Before the voting, 
this had to be done. 

Q. What voting? A. (Through Interpreter) She es on who 


wanted the union. It was a vote on who wanted the union and who didn't. 
Q. When was the first time she heard about the vote? 
A. (Through Interpreter) The first time that the people from the union 
came, they said that this was only to see the quantity, the numbers, and 
after that there was supposed to be a vote. : 
Q. And what did Benny say to her about a vote, if anything? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Nothing, except he said that, he said nothing 
except after this there will be a vote. | 
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Q. Now, Mrs. Cancellieri, I want you to think very carefully. 
Did you hear about the vote from Benny or did some of the girls tell 
you, like Vina Santucci, that there would be a vote? A. (Through 
Interpreter) No. The people from the union told me this. They told 
me this because I didn't want to sign. They told me that this was only 
to find out how many. 

Q. How many what? 

THE INTERPRETER: The quanta is just how many. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Ask her how many what ? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) She says to find out how 
many people were going to be for the union or against the union. And 
that's why, because I felt that when it was time to vote, then I would 
vote in any way I wanted. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you know what the card was for when 


you signed it? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. (Through Interpreter) This is what everybody had been talking 
about. I was never involved. I believe whatever they told me. What- 
ever they told me about the union. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Who's "they"? Who's "everybody" ? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Those of the union, always of the union. 

Q. Were they people who worked in the shop? A. (Through 
Interpreter) No, no. From the union. 

Q. Did your husband talk to you at all about the card? 
A. (Through Interpreter) No, but he didn't want me — he said it was 
just something like that and then there was going to be the voting. 

Q. Who saidthat? A. (Through Interpreter) How? 

Q. No. Who said it was just something like that and then there 
would be voting? A. (Through Interpreter) From the people from 
the union told me. 
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Q. Did the union people or Mr. Fiamma ever tell you that the 


cards were going to be used by the union to represent the employees? 
MR. SIEGEL: Objection. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. (Through Interpreter) No. All he told me was that this was to find 


out how many, the quantity of people, and after that there was going to 
be voting. Otherwise, I would never have signed it. : 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Why did she sign it the first time if there 
was going to be a vote after she signed? | 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. (Through Interpreter) Because I knew that there was voting after 
and I would have done my duty for my boss. | 

MR. BROWN: I move the answer be stricken. It's not responsive. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. The motion is denied. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) They kept bothering me. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Cancellieri, you first testified that 
when the union people came to your house, they asked you to sign a 
union card? A. (Through Interpreter) She said what? I don't quite 
understand. May I repeat it? 

Q. Yes, please. A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. And you refused because you did not want to have anything, 
you did not want to sign the card, right? A. (Through eee 
I refused because I didn't want the union. 

Q. And you thought that if you had signed the card when the peo- 
ple first asked you, then, the union would be able to use your cards to 


represent you, is that correct? A. (Through Interpreter) She says, 
I wouldn't have understood the union if they had said that to me. 
Q. Well, does she understand what I'm asking her? A. (Through 
Interpreter) She says I understand what you're saying to me. 
Q. Well, then, have her answer the question if she remembers 
it. If not, we can have it read back. A. (Through Interpreter) No. 
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Q. No what? A. (Through Interpreter) She does not remem- 
ber the question. 

Q. Let me ask it again. You refused to sign the union card the 
first time the people came to your house because you did not want the 
union to be able to use your card to represent you, is that correct? 

A. (Through Interpreter) This I don't understand. All I know is they 
came with the card. I didn't really understand what they were talking 
about. All they wanted was my signature. 

Q. Didthey say why they wanted your signature? 

A. (Through Interpreter) They said they wanted to put the union, 
I didn't quite understand what the union meant, and they said everybody 
had signed. 

Q. You started to say something about they wanted to put the 
union in. Did she say that? 

THE INTERPRETER: Yes, she did, if you're asking me. 

MR. BROWN: What did she answer to me? 

THE INTERPRETER: That's what she said. They wanted to put 
the union in. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) That's why they wanted her signature? 


A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. The union wanted my signature because 


they wanted a union. 

Q. When Mr. Fiamma came to your house on the night you signed 
or the day you signed the card, did you say to him as he came in the 
door, "I know why you're here, Benny"? A. (Through Interpreter) 
We didn't talk. I was stuffed with this. This wasn't the first time. 

Q. My question called for a yes or no answer. 

MR. SIEGEL: I think we're entitled to hear the witness' answer. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: We are. 

MR. BROWN: Is she finished? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

MR. BROWN: What did she just say before Mr. Brown? 

THE INTERPRETER: I asked her would you like to have a ques- 

tion repeated and she said yes. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) When Benny came to your house that morn- 
ing or that day, did you or did you not say to Benny, "I know why you're 
here, Benny"? A. (Through Interpreter) No. Why would I have said 
that? The only thing when I signed the card, the man from the union 
said, Finally, you signed the card." 3 

Q. And who was the man from the union that was there? 

A. (Through Interpreter) I only know he's from the union. I don't 
know who he was. | 

Q. Was this the same man that came to the house with Benny ? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Was this man one of the people who had visited you in the 
prior two visits? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. I think he was, 
but they came several times. He came for sure when he was with Mr. 
Fiamma, but they came two times other than this. | 

Q. Did this man, did he come to her house before? A. (Through 
Interpreter) I think he came, but I'm not really sure. : 

Q. Do you know whether his name was Schindler? | A. (Through 
Interpreter) No, he didn't tell me his last name. 

Q. Did he tell you his first name was Richard? 

A. (Through Interpreter) No, I don't remember. 

Q. How long did they stay at your house that day when you signed 
the card? A. (Through Interpreter) After I signed it, they only stayed 
a short time. 


Q. Five, ten minutes? A. (Through Interpreter) | About ten or 


fifteen minutes. 
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Whereupon, 
SALVATORE J. PRICONE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, returning more briefly to the conver- 
sation that ensued between you and Mr. Rametta as a result of the visit 
of the union to the plant. I take it, then, that Mr. Rametta merely ap- 
prised you briefly at that time? A. That's correct. 

Q. That the union was in? A. That's correct. 

Q. And did you not make any inquiries as to what union? A. No. 

Q. Did you make any inquiries at all? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. You didn't even ask what they wanted? A. Well, no, I didn't. 
How do you mean? What do you mean by that ? 

Q. Did you say to Mr. Rametta upon learning that a union was in — 
A. Well, yes. He told me that they brought in signatures, a batch of 
signatures, that he wanted to show me, to bring in a rabbi or a priest 
to have them look it over. 

Q. This is what he told you at the same time that he told you the 


union had been in, is that correct? <A. Yes. 


Q. Did you make any sour inquiries? A. No,I didn't. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I please interrupt for one moment? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Certainly, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm sorry to do it. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Certainly. All right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I just want to have this clear now. I want 
you to take your time and give us your best recollection of everything 


Mr. Rametta said to you and everything you said to him on January 
19th or 20th when he came to you and told you the union had been in. 
Tell us everything he said and everything you said. 

THE WITNESS: Right. When the union did come in, all he said 
was either the same afternoon or the following morning that the union 
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had been in with cards, signed cards, and that he wanted either a rabbi 


or a priest to come in to count them and to look them over. That was 
the extent of it. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You said nothing? | 

THE WITNESS: I said nothing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How did you happen to go own to your house, 
counsel ? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, we had decided later on to discuss it with 
our counsel. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How much later on? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, a day or so. I think it was either the same 
day or the following day. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How many meetings did you have with Mr. 
Rametta about the union coming in? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I think that was on the same meeting at 
the same meeting, I believe. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was this the same time that you re this 
conversation with Mr. Rametta? 

THE WITNESS: I think I told him that we ought to get our attor- 
neys in on this and then — | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me. Then, there was more to the 
conversation? You now remember more to the cane 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Now that you remember more of 
the conversation, would you tell us the whole conversation? 

THE WITNESS: I think that was the extent of it. We had de- 
cided to call our attorney and discuss it with him to see what he had 
to say and then, I think he suggested that we talk to the — | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I'm not talking about what your attor- 
ney told you now. As I now get the picture, this is the entire conversa- 


tion with Mr. Rametta. He came and told you the union had been in with 


some signed cards, that they wanted a priest or a rabbi sigs them. 
THE WITNESS: That's correct. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: And you then said, "I suggest we talk to an 
attorney" ? 
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THE WITNESS: |I may have suggested, but he may have, too. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Then, either you or he suggested you talk 
to your attorney and nothing else was said? : 

THE WITNESS: Nothing else. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

THE WITNESS: But I did tell him that I wanted to be in with him 
when he did talk to the attorney and so on. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, was there anything else said? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's what we're trying to do is get every- 
thing that was said. 

THE WITNESS: I understand. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, counsel — 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, after that discussion with Mr. 
Rametta about the union visit, did you have any later discussions with 
Mr. Rametta about the union? A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: None whatsoever ? 

THE WITNESS: Well, we did go to the Manufacturers' Associa- 
tion and discuss — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, this is a single question, Mr. Pricone. 
After that one conversation that you had with Mr. Rametta about the un- 
ion, did you or did you not on any other occasion talk to Mr. Rametta 
about the union? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never at all? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I was trying to say that those were the 


times we did discuss it, when we went to these meetings. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, all right. When you went to the Manufac- 
turers’ Association, you were with Mr. Rametta and you discussed the 


union? 

THE WITNESS: That's correct. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When you went to the house attorney, did you 
go with Mr. Rametta? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: And so there was a discussion then. Aside 
from that, at any time was there any discussion about the union? 

THE WITNESS: Well, not about the union, about seeing what we 
should do, how we should proceed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Let me see if I understand, Mr. Pricone. 
You say there was no discussion about the union, is that correct? 

A. Well, if that's the way you want to put it. 

Q. It isn't how I want to put it, sir. It's your testimony that 
we're interested in. You say that there was no discussion about the 
union, but there was a discussion as to how we were going to proceed, 
and this is the part I think troubles us. A. Correct. 

Q. Was this discussion about procedure or how you were going 
to proceed related to the union? A. No, it wasn't. 

Q. What was it relatedto? A. In relation to the union or to — 
how do you mean? I don't understand. 

Q. Maybe you can explain what you mean when you testified 
that there were discussions as to how you were going to proceed. Am 
I fairly stating your testimony? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Now, what does that mean? A. Well, that means that we 
went to see this Manufacturers’ Association and they decided to give 
us pamphlets on what to and what not to do. 

Q. Who did you see at the Manufacturers' esoctation? Avot 
think his name is Moyer. I'm not sure. 

Q. Moyer? A. Moyer, I think. I'm not sure. 

Q. All right, sir. Continue. A. And he gave us pamphlets and 


told us not to worry about it, let things ride and he'll send — we decided 


to send a letter to Mr. Cooper. 

Q. Now, excuse me, if I may, sir. You went to the Manufacturers’ 
Association, is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. What day in relation to the visit by the union officials did you 
go to the Manufacturers’ Association? A. A few days later; a day or 
two later. 
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Q. You still don't recall the dates? A. No. 

Q. You say it was a day or twolater? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have a private audience with somebody at the Manu- 
facturers' Association? 

A. Yes. 

Q. AndI assume that you discussed this problem that had 
just arisen? A. Yes. 

Q. You received certain instruction or advice, is that correct, 
sir? A. That's correct. 

Q. Now, you and Mr. Rametta made this visit yourself, is that 
correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, having received that advice or instruction from the 
Manufacturers’ Association, what did you then do? A. We had our 
attorney write Mr. Cooper a letter. 

Q. I take it, then, you had to contact your attorney first, is that 
correct? A. That's correct. 

Q. And apprise him of this problem? A. Well, he came along 
with us, incidentally. 

Q. What attorney? A. Our attorney, Mr. Sudarsky, came 
along with us. 

Q. Well, you have two of them. I just wanted to be certain. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, did you have any further discussions in the management 
family about the union? 

A. No. Well, yes, I'm sorry. We discussed what we should say 
and what we shouldn't say in reference to protecting management and 
protecting the plant. 


Q. Then, you did have discussions among yourself, is that cor- 


rect, sir? A. This is after the meeting. 
Q. After what meeting? A. The meeting we had with the Manu- 
facturers' Association. 
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Q. Is there other meetings? A. Only one. 

Q. Only one meeting with the Manufacturers’ Association? 
A. Yes. 

Q. A day or two after the visit from the union? A.’ Yes. 

Q. So some time after the meeting with the Manufacturers’ As- 
sociation, the management family, when I say the family, I mean you, 
Mr. Rametta andMrs. Pricone? A. Yes. 

Q. You discussed this matter, is that correct? A. ‘Yes. 

Q. And what you were going to do to protect the interests of 
the company, is that correct? A. That's correct. 

Q. And what did you discuss at that meeting? A. We decided 
to hold our own, just sit tight and have Mr. Sudarsky write Mr. Cooper 
a letter and decide to have a vote, but apparently he objected to it. 

Q. Now, was there any discussion as to who was going to make 
any speeches to the employees, if any? A. Mr. Rametta would 
make the speeches. 

Q. That was decided by the management, is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. When did Mr. Rametta make the speech? A. I'm not 
sure when he made them because I never attended any of his speeches. 

Q. Well, in relation to the discussion you had at which time it 
was decided that a speech would be made, when was that, please? 

A. This was after the meeting with the Manufacturers’ Association 
and after we wrote that letter to Mr. Cooper. 

Q. Did you write more than one letter to Mr. Cooper? 

A. One letter. 


Q. You wrote just one letter? A. As far as I know there was 


only one letter written. | 

Q. You now say that the speech given by Mr. Rametta to the em- 
ployees took place after you sent the letter to Mr. Cooper, is that cor- 
rect? A. That's correct. 

Q. Did you keep any record of these events, sir? A. No,I 
didn't. 
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Q. Does any one member of the executive family have any more 


to say in the policy making decisions than the others? A. I 
think so, yes. 

. Who isthe top member? A. Mr. Rametta. 

. Mr. Rametta? A. Yes. 

. Who would come next, Mrs. Pricone? A. Mrs. Pricone. 

. And you would be third in line, is that correct? A. Yes. 

. Now, did the company, that is, the executive family once 
again, decide what position it was going to take with respect to the 
union's demand for recognition? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Now, I think that he's gone beyond the scope 
of the direct. I must agree that to show the good or bad faith of this 
particular witness I did get into some of this, but I think that we're 
going a little beyond. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think, sir, that you got into the question 
of the visit of Mr. Cooper to Mr. Rametta and it's my recollection 
that you asked him some questions or at least a question, about the 
refusal to bargain. For example, you asked him several questions 
about whether he himself had ever told anyone at all, any employee 
or anyone else, that the company absolutely refused to bargain. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I did ask that question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, and I think that that opens the door 
to these questions, sir, so I think — 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, it could, of course — the conduct speaks 
for itself. The letter is in evidence, I believe. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I know, but I believe that this is within 
the scope of the direct, because I think you opened the door to it by 
asking him if he had ever told any employees that the company ever 
absolutely refused to bargain with the union. 

THE WITNESS: We were never asked to bargain with the union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's all right, sir. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I wonder if we may have my question read back? 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 
(The pending question was read by the reporter.) 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) I believe it is to this effect. Did the 
executive family take any position as to what it was going to do as a 
result of the union's demand for recognition? A. Well, we de- 
cided to hold our own, just sit and see what happens after we sent 
that letter, that’s all. 

Q. Well, what do you mean by you're going to hold your own? 
A. In other words, after we sent that letter, we wanted to see what 

Mr. Cooper had in mind in reference to have a vote in the 
plant, but apparently he overrode that. 

Q. Well, was that the letter in which the letter declined to 
recognize the union? A. That's correct. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, now, I object to that. There was no 
such letter. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is sustained. The letter 
will speak for itself, but why don't you show him the letter. : 

MR. ROSEMERE: I'll be pleased to. I just assumed, maybe 
too readily, that he was familiar with the contents of it and, if I'm 
mistaken, he can quickly correct me. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I see the letter before you show it 
to the witness, please? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I'm showing GC-No. 74, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Ask him if that's the letter. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Pricone, I show you GC Exhibit 
No. 74, and ask you if that is the letter that your testimony refers 
to? A. Yes, it is. 


Q. Now, did the executive family discuss in any way the meas- 


ures that it was planning totake? A. No. 

Q. Did they discuss in any way how they were going to commu- 
nicate with the employees with respect to this union matter? 

A. Well, we wouldn't discuss whether they had signed for the 


union or not — 
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Q. Excuse me, sir. I didn't hear that. A. We made sure 
that we didn't discuss whether they had signed with the union or not. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, the question is this. After the let- 
ter was signed, did you, Mr. Rametta and Mrs. Pricone come to any 
decision as to how you would communicate with the employees ? 

THE WITNESS: Well, we decided that Mr. Rametta should 
make a speech and tell them the benefits that they're getting from 
what we give them now and that was the extent of it. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) And nothing else was decided? 
A. No. 

Q. Was anything else discussed as to how you were going to 
communicate with the employees? A. No. 

* * * 

Whereupon, 

ELIZABETH HAYES 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, 
having been orally sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * *x 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


* * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) I shall write out — Miss Hayes, I 
show you this card and ask you to look at it and tell us if it is your 


signature on this card? A. The answer to the question is, I did 
sign my name on the card, but next day I was sorry I did because 
I was working at Providence, Rhode Island. I did write a letter 
to New Haven to ask him to find any job for me before I moved to 
Hartford, Connecticut — well, the rest of the answer is not respon- 
sive to the question. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, would you read it nonetheless, sir? 
THE WITNESS: Finda job for me before I moved to Hart- 
ford, Connecticut. They didn't help me. I was member of union, 
but they didn't help me to find job. 


* * 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did they say anything else to ypu be- 
fore you signed the card? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Let the record show that the witness is 
speaking, but I do not understand her. She's also gesturing. I could 
guess at what the witness is getting at, but I have no knowledge what 
the witness is getting at. Would you please write out an answer ? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Take your time, please. Take your'time. 
Write out full circumstances. May I write, please, take your time 
and write out your full answer ? : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Please take your time and write out 
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the full circumstances surrounding your signing of the card. 

MR. BROWN: I must object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: When they came to my house one night I was 
not ready to sign last minute. They asked me if I would like to sign 

member of union, but I told him that I didn't start to sign my 
name first, but they said to me almost the girls and men signed al- 
ready, so I did put my name the card. After they explained about 
benefits, but they didn't say how much member of union a month. 
They looked like to push me to sign my name. Next day I was sorry 
I did sign my name. I shouldn't sign my name first place. 

* 2 * * 

Whereupon, 

LUCIA SAMMARTINO 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
* * * * ! * 


THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No. This was not the 


cardI signed. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Tell her we understand that this is not 
the card she signed, but it's a copy of the card she signed. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) On the original she 
said she did not fill in the rest of it. All she did was sign it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she read the original? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No, just put it on the 
table andI signed it. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Where didshe signthe card? A. (Through 
Interpreter) At my home. 

Q. And who was there at the time she signed? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) Only my husband. 

Q. Was anybody there from the union? A. (Through Interpre- 
ter) Two. 

Q. Who were they, if she knows? A. (Through Interpreter) 
One was that man there and the other one I don't see. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would you stand up, Mr. Appel? Is that 
the gentleman standing up one of the men that was there? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) She says this one I do 
remember, but the other one I do not. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. So let the record reflect that that 
was Mr. Appel whom she identified as being there. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What were you doing at the time the two 
gentlemen were there? A. (Through Interpreter) When they came 
I had put the food on the table. She said they knocked on the door and 
they came in. 

Q. Had they ever been there before? A. (Through Interpreter) 
No. 

Q. Hadthey ever talkedtoher— A. (Through Interpreter) 
They called me twice, Benny called me and I told him I wouldn't sign. 


I didn't want to sign because I was old. I told them that I wouldn't sign. 


I signed when the people came with the union because I was nervous. 
I didn't want to sign. 


531 


TRIAL EXAMINER: She told the people on the telephone, includ- 
ing Benny, that she wouldn't sign, is that correct? 
THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes, I did tell them. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, would you ask the witness to try 
not to speak while you are interpreting, while you are saying in Eng- 


lish what she says in Italian? 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How long were the two men at her house? 
A. (Through Interpreter) About a half hour. 

Q. And did they explain the cardtoher? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) They told me this was a card from the union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did they speak to her in English or Italian? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) In English. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Do you speak English fluently well? 

MR. BROWN: Object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I take it for granted she does not 
speak English fluently. Do you speak English a little bit? | 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) A little onde, yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: A few words? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they tell you anything about other people 
signing cards at the time? | 

MR. BROWN: Object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. They showed me some cards and they 
said, "all these cards have been signed.” 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they tell her anything else about other 
people signing the cards? A. (Through Interpreter) They didn't 
say who they were. They told me that the others had a and I saw 
some cards, but I didn't read them. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there anything else about how many 
people had signed the cards? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No. He showed me some 


cards that were signed, but they didn't tell me the number of people. 
| 
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2226 Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they say anything about whether or 
not there were any people who were not signed? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) No. 

Q. Did they tell her anything about the — strike that. Is there 
anything else that she can remember or recall about what they told 
her about other people signing? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Now, I'm not asking about the names of other people, but 
the other people in the shop generally? A. (Through Interpreter) 
He didn't say anything to me. The only thing he said, he showed me 
some cards and he said that they had all signedup. He said these 
are all signed, but I didn't see them. 

Q. Didthey say anything about whether or not a majority of 
the shop had signed? 

MR. BROWN: Object, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. It is leading, counsel. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, I think I've exhausted — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I don't know whether you've ex- 
hausted her recollection or not. If she says nothing, you're fore- 
closed. I'm overruling the objection, but I think with a little bit of 
artfulness, you can oversee that. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) At the time that the two men were there 
talking with her about the card, did they make any statement about 

whether the cards they had with them were all the cards that 
had been signed? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. I think that's an 
awkward question to put to this witness if I may suggest, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they say anything at all about — 


A. (Through Interpreter) She said these are all signed. 
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Q. Did they say anything about whether or not there were other 
people that had signed? A. (Through Interpreter) They told me 
these are all signed. He said, "I can't show you the names." 

Q. Did they show you other cards before she signed her card? 
A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Did they tell her how many cards they had in the pack? 

A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Did they tell her anything about — strike that. Ask her what 

department she works in? A. (Through Interpreter) She's in finish- 


ing. 


Q. Did they tell her about whether or not employees, other em- 


ployees in the finishing department had signed the cards? ‘A. (Through 
Interyreter) No. | 

Q. Did they tell her about whether or not crinlovecak who worked 
on the machines, the sewing operators, hadsigned? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) No. | 

Q. Had Benny ever talked to her about other Sooniots signing cards? 
A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Were the only people who had talked to her about signing, 
other people signing cards were these two men? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) Yes. 

Q. Did they explain to her what the meaning of the words were 
on the cardthat she signed? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did they tell you what the card was for? 

MR. BROWN: Objection, Your Honor. The question has already 
been asked and answered. My notes so reflect. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I'm asking again. 

MR. BROWN: All right, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did they tell you what the card was for? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) When I signed, they told 
me it was for the union, that's all. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And did they tell her how many other people 
had signed the cards at thattime? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

Q. Did they talk to her about a vote at the shop on the union? 
A. (Through Interpreter) No, nothing. 

Q. Didshe ask any questions of the twomen? A. (Through 
Interpreter) What questions should I have asked? 

Q. Well, for example, did she ask whether or not other people 
in the shop had already signed? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No, but they showed me 
the other cards that were signed. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was it a large number of cards that he 
showedher? A. (Through Interpreter) No. I'm just telling you 
now because I didn't see the numbers. You asked me how much it 
could have been. I said around fifty or sixty. They didn't tell me 
how many there were. 

Q. Did they tell her that many people in the shop had already 
signed? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That is leading, you know. 

MR. SIEGEL: I know it's leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) They told me that al- 


most all had signed. They said these are all signed, these papers are 
all signed. I didn't see the names. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they tell her the names were secret? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 


Q. Did they tell her anything about whether or not her card 
would be kept secret if she signed? A. (Through Interpreter) He 
said it was a secret and he said, "I cross my heart, they'll never 
see your name, nobody." 
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Q. Which union man crossed his heart? Let the record show 
the witness is pointing to Mr. Appel. A. (Through teexpee tet) 
Never, never see your name. He can tell you. 

Q. Did Mr. Appel tell her that practically everybody a the 
entire shop had signedup? A. (Through Interpreter) No, he said 


these cards are all signed, but he didn't say everybody or who they 


were. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: May I have the answer, please? | 
(The last answer was read by the reporter.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he say almost everybody? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) He said they were 
signed. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, did he or did he not say that almost 
everybody in the plant had signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) He showed me the papers 
and he said these are almost all signed, but he didn't show me the 
names. He said, "I can't show you the names." 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Tell her I'm very interested in her paying 
attention to this question and answering this question. Did either of 
the union men in so many words say that almost everybody lin the shop 
had signed cards, yes or no? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) They told me these 
cards are all signed. They didn't say whether they were all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead, counsel. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they show her all of the cards — strike 
that. Did she see for herself that all of the cards that theyjheld were 
actually signed, that people had written on those cards? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think the witness has avai testified 
that she didn't see the signatures; they didn't show the signatures. 

I'll permit you to ask the question. 
MR. SIEGEL: If I may, it's just to lead into more. It's a founda- 


tion for two more. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she herself see whether or not there was 
writing on all of the cards that they had? A. (Through Interpreter) 
No, he didn't show that to me. I saw cards and he said these were 
signed, but I couldn't see them. 

Q. Did she believe them when they said that all of the cards in 

the pack they had were actually signed by employees in the shop? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Well, he told me, what couldI say? 

Q. And did he tell her that before or after she signed her card? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Before. Before I signed. 

Q. If it was not true that all the cards had been signed, would 
she have signed her card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: I don't believe I have to repeat we have a continu- 
ing objection? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, you don't have to repeat exceptions. 

MR. SIEGEL: If you will bear with me for a minute, Mr. Exam- 
iner, I'd like to try a demonstration, an illustration of demonstrable 
evidence, if I may. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Sammartino, will you please look at 


the five packs of paper that I have placed on the desk. Will you please 


pick out that pack of paper which looks closest to the pack of cards 
that the man, union man had with him? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. I don't think that it's 
established that the thickness of those cards fairly represents the 

thickness of the union authorization cards. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I agree. 

MR. SIEGEL: I recognize this is somewhat perhaps unprecise. 
I offer it for what it's worth. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't think it's worth very much. 
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MR. SIEGEL: I still would like to offer it if I might. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would you, looking at the thickness of the 
packs, would she pick out the one that looks closest to the thickness 
to the pack of cards the union manhad? A. (Through Interpreter) 
Those other cards were different. These are all pressed together. 
They were different. But they were different cards. These are a lot. 

Q. Could she show us with her fingers, using her two fingers 
how thick she remembers the pack of cards? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) A little more than what you apparently have in your hand. 

Q. A little more than what I have inmy hand? A. (Through 
Interpreter) A little bit more. But then, you must understand I 


couldn't count them with my eyes, naturally. They were put in his 
hands. 
Q. Fifty cards according to my count. Thicker than this? 


A. (Through Interpreter) A little bit more. 

MR. SIEGEL: Would you like to count them, Mr. Examiner? 

I ask the General Counsel to count them. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I merely want to shaeees to 
the record, not that I ascribe any probative value, but the cards will 
occupy a smaller space than when they are unheld and lying on the 
table. They can be compressed because when he was showing them 
to the witness he was holding them in his hand. 

MR. SIEGEL: I would point out, Mr. Examiner, that the evi- 
dence was that he held the cards in his hand, that Mr. Appel held 
the cards in his hand when he showed them to her, that they were not 
lying on a table, and he was holding them, and I attempted to recreate 
the facts as they occurred then. Will you dispute my count of fifty 
cards? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I don't dispute that. If you penresert that 
it's fifty. 

MR. SIEGEL: I represent it's fifty. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) At the time you signed, did you believe there 
were fifty or sixty cards in the pack that Mr. Appel, the union man, 
held in his hands? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: May I ask the Examiner — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She's never testified that there were fifty 
or sixty cards. 

MR. SIEGEL: That she believed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She never said that she believed there were 
fifty or sixty cards in the pack. 

MR. SUDARSKY: It was my understanding of her testimony, Mr. 
Examiner that she did answer that question along that line and I think 
if the Reporter goes back, unless I'm mistaken — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think you're mistaken. Ask the question 
again, if you want. Do you know how many cards he's had in his hand? 

MR. BROWN: She's answered the question, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No, I couldn't see them. 
If I showed you a bunch of cards, could you count them ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) How couldI have counted 
them? With my eyes? 

* * 

Whereupon, 

CONCETTA RIZZA 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Rizza, I show you a copy of General 


Counsel's Exhibit No. 5, and ask you if that is a copy of a card you 
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signed? Is that a copy of acard you signed? A. (Through Interpre- 
ter) She said, yes, my signature is in both the top and the bottom and 
the reason why it's both there, because I made a mistake in putting my 
name. 
Q. Did she fill out the rest of the card? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) No, no. | 
Q. Who did, if she knows? A. (Through Interpreter) Per- 
haps Greco might have done it. 

Q. Will you ask her, Louis Greco? A. (Through Interpreter) 
No. This is the boy who is in the service. | 

Q. Does she know this boy by another name? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Gino Greco. 

Q. And where was she when she signed the card? A. (Through 
Interpreter) In my own home. | 

Q. And who else was there with her? A. (Through Interpreter) 
There were two from the union, but one of them is here and another one. 
There were two. One is this man here and the other one I don't know. 

Q. Will she point out the man? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Will you please stand up, Mr. Appel? 
Is that the gentleman? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) She says, I think that's 
the man. I only saw him once. 

MR. SIEGEL: Would you put on your glasses, please, Mr. Appel? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that the man? : 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes, perhaps it is. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, all right. That's Mr. Appel for the 


record, 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Does she know who the other man was from 


the union? A. (Through Interpreter) No. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Did they speak to you in Bae or Italian? 
THI WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Greco spoke to me in 
Italian. And the one from the union spoke in English because I don't 
know how to speak it. | 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you understand a little bit of English? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Nothing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Then, as I understand it, is this correct, 
Mr. Greco was there with the two union men? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And did she read the card before she signed 
it? A. (Through Interpreter) Written in English. I don't understand 
English. How couldI read it? I don't know how to read. 

Q. Did she show her a card written in Italian — 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

MR. BROWN: I have nothing. I'm sorry. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they show her a card written in Italian? 


A. (Through Interpreter) I really don't remember. 


Q. Well, did she read this card before she signed it? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's written in English, isn't it? 

MR. BROWN: No, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's in Italian? 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) It's in Italian. Ask her if she read that be- 
fore she signedit? A. (Through Interpreter) I don't know. In that 
moment I don't remember. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did they tell her what the card was for ? 

THE. WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Just they told me that 
this was to be signed for the union. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she understand what they meant by that? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. 

MR. BROWN: That's strictly subjective. 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. I'll withdraw it and ask did she under - 
stand the meaning of the card. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she have any — was there any — strike 
that. Did they tell her anything about other people signing cards? 

A. (Through Interpreter) They told me the majority of the people 
had signed. They told me that we need three or more signatures to 
arrive at a total. The majority had already signed. : 

Q. Did they say anything to her about the names of the people 
who had signed? A. (Through Interpreter) No, I wanted to find out 
who had signed, but they told me this is a secret, and they wouldn't 
tell me. | 

Q. Did she believe them when they told her that they needed 
only three more people to sign? ! 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) I believed them and I 
didn't believe them. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Didthey say anything to her asi being, 


about her — about whether or not she — strike that. If it was 
not true that there were only three people who had not signed, would 
she have signed the cards? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they say anything to her about the fact 
that she had already — that she had not yet signed the card? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. Leading. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't understand the question. — 

MR. SIEGEL: All right. Let me rephrase it. Withdraw it and 
rephrase it. Strike it.. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they talk with her or say anything to her 
about the number of people that had signed? A. (Through Interpreter) 
No. The majority, they needed three or four to make it total. 
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Q. Who said that? Who said that to her at the time? 
A. (Ttirough Interpreter) Greco. 

Q. Did she believe that a majority of the people — did she be- 
lieve them when they — was that before she signed the card or after 
she signedthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) Before I signed. 

'@Q. Did she believe Mr. Greco when he told her that a majority 
had already signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) I don't quite believe it, 
and in addition to that — I didn't believe it and I wanted to know who 
had signed it to ascertain whether it was true or not. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) How long were they there? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Between fifteen minutes and a half hour. 

Q. And did she want to sign a card at that time? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) When they said to her, when they mentioned 
the word "total," did they mean the total number of people in the whole 
shop ? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. If she knows. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is sustained. 

May I suggest something here? I'll ask the Interpreter to find 
this out for us. Maybe the word which you interpreted as being "total" 
means something else also in Italian. I'm wondering if by any chance 
three more were needed to have it unanimous. Does "unanimous" 
mean anything like "total"? Will you try to find out if there's some 
other word she can use other than total? 


MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, my recollection is that she used « 


the word "complete," that she said they needed three more to complete 
the shop. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Look, first of all, I don't recall that, but 
if she did, we're not interested in the word "total" because you're 
going to argue that that means complete everybody in the shop. 

MR. SIEGEL: That's correct. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead. I'll let you alone. 

MR. SIEGEL: There's something — if the Examiner will bear 
with me — without leading the witness, I'd like to try it. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I suggest you avoid leading the witness. 

MR. SIEGEL: I'm making every effort. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they tell her anything about what would 
happen to her if she didn't signa card? A. (Through rae 
No. Who remembers that? : 

Q. Didthey tell her anything about who the people were who 
had not signed? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I find this leading. I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It's overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No, they didn’t say who 
signed or who didn't sign. Only the majority had signed, that's all. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Can she recall anything else that they 


said to her about the — in connection with their statement of the three 


people that they needed to have signed? 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, I must object at this point. I think 
that counsel has thoroughly exhausted the memory of the witness and 
has led her to the point of thoroughly exhausting any refreshment of 
recollection she might have. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, I'm about to ask to do — I want to try. 
There's only one point I'd like to bring out without leading : in which 
I would like to refresh her recollection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) In order to reach the 
total, and she said they had already had the majority. 


544 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Continue. What didhe say? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Nothing. He wanted me to sign because we needed three 
or four to arrive. 

Q. To arrive at what? A. (Through Interpreter) The sum of 
the signatures. 

Q. Inthe shop? A. (Through Interpreter) Yes. 

Q. Does it help her remember if I tell her or ask her if they 
said anything about whether or not she would want to be one of the 

ones that did not sign? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) They told me it needs 
three people only and then everyone had signed. Therefore, seeing 
that way, I didn't want to sign because I didn't want the union, but 
as long as everybody had signed, my husband said, "Put your signa- 
ture on it,” and that's all. 

MR. SIEGEL: I have no further questions. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mrs. Rizza, I show you what has been 
shown to you before, a copy — I show you what has been shown to 
you before by Mr. Siegel. Is this a copy of the only card that you 
signed for the union? A. (Through Interpreter) This and this 
are my Signature and that's all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Ask her if she signed another card for 
the union if you want to get at it, if that's what you're getting at, and 
I assume you want to. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did you sign another card for the union? 
A. (Through Interpreter) No. 

MR. BROWN: Let the record show I was referring to General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 5. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do I understand you, Mrs. Rizza, that when 


Mr. Appel and the other union man were talking to you in English, 
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that Mr. Greco interpreted what they were saying to you in Italian? 
A. (Through Interpreter) Oh, yes. Oh, yes. He's Sicilian. | 

Q. Now, did the union men tell you that they wanted your 
signature in order to make a majority? A. (Through Interpreter) 
We needed three signatures to make the majority. | 

Q. Andthey told her that they needed her signature in order 
to come closer to that majority? A. (Through Interpreten Yes. 

MR. BROWN: No further questions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any redirect? | 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION ! 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Rizza, you testified before a the 
union — | 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Is this redirect or is this cross? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: This is redirect. ! 

MR. BROWN: Then, I think the preliminary statement of 
counsel are out of order, Your Honor. i 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't think so. I'm going to ask a ques- 
tion, if you don't mind. Did the union men tell you that they needed 
three more signatures to get a majority or did they tell you that they 

needed three more signatures to get everybody in the shop 
signed up? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Everyone had signed 
and in order to get everybody from the shop, we needed three more 
signatures. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have no further questions? | 

MR. SIEGEL: I have no further questions, Mr. Examiner. 

MR. BROWN: I have no further questions. | 


* * * 


Whereupon, 
CONCETTA MANCIAGLI 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 


first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Senora Manciagli, I show you a copy of 
this document, General Counsel's Exhibit No. 26, andI ask you if 


your signature is on that document? A. (Through Interpre- 
ter) This is my signature. 

Q. And did she fill — who filled in the rest, if she knows? 

A. (Through Interpreter) Part of this was put in by my husband, 
pointing to the address portion of it. 

Q. Will she look at the date and tell us if that's the date she 
signed the card? A. (Through Interpreter) I don't remember. 

The date is here, but I don't remember whether that's correct or 
not. 

Q. Does she remember if it seems about right? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Truly, I think it's in November, but precisely, I'm not 
sure. 

Q. Where was she when she signedthe card? A. (Through 
Interpreter) At my home. 

Q. And who talked to her about signing the card? A. (Through 
Interpreter) There was a Greco and a man and a woman, but they are 
not here from the union. 

Q. Has she ever seen the woman since thattime? A. (Through 
Interpreter) No. The first time they came to my home. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she read the card before she signed it? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Nothing. I looked at it 
like this. They said put your signature here, because you're going to 
enter the union. Really, initially, I didn't want to put my signature, 

put then they said they would just need a few to make the total 
quantity. It's a secret signature, andI also put my signature, and 
that's all. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And did they mention any numbers about 
how many people they — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I have the answer read, please? 
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MR. SIEGEL: Yes, I'd like to, too. | 
(The last answer was read by the reporter.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What does she mean by total quantity? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) She said everybody had 
signed. Perhaps about eight, and everyone had signed. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And did she believe them when they told her 
that everybody but eight had signed? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) Really, I believed them, 
but then they said you can be sure that everybody had signed and then 


I signed. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who said you canbe sure? A. (Through 
Interpreter) Who told me? Grecotold me. ! 

Q. Does she know Mr. Greco by any other name? A. (Through 


Interpreter) No. Greco — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What difference does it make, counsel? 
I know who Greco is. Isn't he the first who testified in this case? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, Mr. Examiner, but I believe that yesterday 
one of the ladies who testified was not able to identify Mr. Greco by 
name, but did refer to him as, andI don't want to use the word be- 
cause — | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So you can find out if Greco was' known by 
another name. Thank you. I didn't know whether it had anything par- 
ticular to do. | 

MR. BROWN: There's no dispute that Private Louis Greco 
is known in civilian life and was known in the plant as Gino. 

MR. SIEGEL: Fine. 

MR. BROWN: We'll stipulate to that, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Fine. The stipulation is accepted. 

MR. SIEGEL: Fine. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Would she have signed the card if she knew 
that they were not telling her the truth about everybody else signing? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did they tell her anything about what would 
happen to the card after she signed it? A. (Through Interpreter) 
No. They only told me the union was coming. 

Q. Did she know — strike that. Had she ever seen the woman 
who was there from the union that night before that particular time? 

A. (Through Interpreter) The woman came the night that Greco 
came. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's the first time she saw the woman? 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) The first time. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask the woman any questions that 
night before she signedthe card? A. (Through Interpreter) They 
said to me, "You sign here because the union will give you many 
benefits." 

Q. Did she ask the woman any questions? A. (Through In- 
terpreter) No, I didn't ask her anything. 

Q. Did she know — does she know who Mr. Cooper is? 

A. (Through Interpreter) No. The manI don't know. 
Q. Does she know who the manager of the union is? A. (Through 


Interpreter) No. All I know there was a man and a woman and Greco, 


and that's all, and before three, I don't know the names, what they're 
called or anything. 

MR. SIEGEL: May I have a minute, Mr. Examiner? My col- 
league here raises something that may have a bearing on this testi- 
mony. Just a moment, please. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion about the word- 
ing on the card at the very bottom, about the word "secrete"? 

A. (Through Interpreter) I didn't notice anything. They told 
me that this was a secret. 'You put your name here, no one will 
know it." 

Q. Now, did she ask anybody any questions about what her 
rights were? : 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Ask her if she can recall any questions 
that she asked of the people that were there? : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That assumes, by the way, that SES asked 
questions. I think you've asked before if she asked — 

MR. SIEGEL: If she asked a woman. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Now, as if she asked =) ques- 
tions of anybody that was there. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did she ask questions of any of the union 
people that where there, including Mr. Greco? A. (Through Inter- 
preter) They told me that everything was in the union — 

Q. No, did she ask any questions — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just answer that question. 

THE WITNESS: (Through Interpreter) No, I didn't ask her. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did the woman say anything to her at all? 


A. (Through Interpreter) No. She said there are a lot of 
benefits and that's all. 


Q. Did she ask the woman what they were going to do with the 
card? A. (Through Interpreter) The one I signed? 
Q. Yes. A. (Through Interpreter) They said with that card, 


we would have the union, but everything was to be secret. 


* * * * 


Whereupon, 
ANNA INTERLANDI 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, 
having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * a 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Interlandi, I show you a document 
that has been marked, this is a copy of General Counsel's Exhibit 3(a), 
and I ask you if your — this is a copy of a document that you signed 
and if that is your signature? A. Yes. 

Q. It is. Did you fill out the entire card? A. No, sir. 

Q. All right. Would you please look at it and tell us what you 
did fill out? A. I put just my name and address, that's all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you know who filled out the rest of it? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You didn't see the rest of it filled out? 

THE WITNESS: No. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Do you remember when you signed your 


name to the card? 
A. You mean the day? 
Q. Yes. A. No. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you remember the month? 
THE WITNESS: Gee, I don't know. Maybe it was November. 
I don't know. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Was it before Thanksgiving? 
THE WITNESS: Maybe, I think so. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. That's the best you can remember? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. I think before Thanksgiving. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Do you recall whether or not it might have 
been closer to Columbus Day than to Thanksgiving? A. Columbus? 
Q. Yes. <A. Columbus is February. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: October 12th. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Columbus is October 12th, Christopher 
Columbus. A. Gee, I don't remember. If I say November or 
October, I don't remember. I don't remember the month. 

Q. Where were you when you signed the card? A. My house. 

Q. In your house? A. Yes. i 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you read the card before you signed it? 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you readthe card? A. The small 
card, the card — | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The card you signed? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You read it before you signed it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And was there anybody else there with you? 


A. No. I was all alone. 
Q. Was there anybody there from the union? A. a5 two men. 


Q. Do you know who they are? Do you see them here? A. Yes. 
| 


One is over there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Appel, would you stand up? 

THE WITNESS: The other I don't know. The other isn’t here. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The other isn't here? | 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And do you remember what room of the 
house you talked with him? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. I don't think it makes any differ - 
ence at all. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, only because it's a question of credibility. 
I don't intend to pursue this. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't think it makes any difference at all 
if somebody says it was in the kitchen or in the dining room. 

MR. SIEGEL: I think in this case — this is the only person I've 
asked this question of, Mr. Examiner, and I ask your indulgence. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. The objection is overruled. 

MR. BROWN: If I may be heard, Your Honor. That's right. 
This is the only person he might have reason to ask about the home 
because this was the first card introduced at the hearing on May 
the 9th and at that time Mr. Siegel attempted to get into the location 
of where the card was signed, and I believe that perhaps, although 
I can't find it on looking through the record hurriedly, there might 
have been small testimony as to the room of the house. However, 
because of objections by the General Counsel and the Trial Exam- 
iner's ruling, the place where the card was signed, whether it was 
in the kitchen or the living room or the dining room, was excluded 
from testimony throughout the hearing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think we're taking more time than it 
would take to get an answer. In what room of the house were you 
when you signed the card? 

THE WITNESS: I was in the basement. They came through 
the back. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You were in the basement? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. = 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And do you recall what time of the evening 


it was when they visited you? A. Well, it was, I think, around 6:00 
o'clock, quarter after 6:00, something like that. 

Q. Now, at the time that they were there, was there any talk 
about other people signing acard? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Would you please tell us what was said? 
A. They mentioned that 95 percent was signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who said that 95 percent had signed? 

THE WITNESS: That gentleman over there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Appel? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 
. (By Mr. Siegel) And was there any other — anything else 

said at that time about the 95 percent? A. No, never said anything. 

Q. Can you think about it for a minute? Did Mr. Appel make 
any other statement to you about the fact that 95 percent had signed? 
A. I don't remember. 

Q. Did you tell him anything at that time when he told you that 

95 percent had already signed? A. I didn't say nothing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I didn't say nothing. Is that what you said? 

THE WITNESS: I mean they asked me what. They said some- 
thing. I didn't say nothing. They said 95 percent had signed already. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you believe them when they aus 95 
percent had signed? A. Yes, I believe them at that time. 

Q. And had they not been telling the truth, would you have 
signed that card? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. Did they tell you what the card 
was for? 

THE WITNESS: For the union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And did they tell you — was there any ex- 
planation as to what that meant? Did they tell you anything about what 


it meant before the card — A. It meant that I would have more 


money. | 
Q. More money? A. More money. | 
Q. Now, was there any talk at that time about whether or not 
other people would or would not see the card? A. Yes, they 
said it gonna be secret, nobody know. 
Q. Who told you that? A. He did. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Appel, the man who stood up before? 


THE WITNESS: Yes. The answer is yes. 
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Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was there any discussion about a strike 


at that time? A. I said no, I don't believe on strike. I said to 
them. They said, "There be no strike.” 

Q. Who said there would be no strike? A. The two gentlemen. 

Q. Was one of them Mr. Appel? A. Yes. 

Q. What did they tell you about the fact that there would be no 
strike? A. They said because 95 percent was signed, we don't 
need no strike, that's all, no strike. 

* * * 

Whereupon, 

JOSEPHINE TANASI 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Tanasi, I show you what is marked as 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 27 andI ask you if your signature ap- 
pears onthat? A. That's my signature, yes. 

Q. Did you fill out everything on the card that's written there? 
A. Yes. Just the date I didn't put. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You didn't put the date? 

THE WITNESS: No, just the — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And you filled out everything on there? 

THE WITNESS: I — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm going to ask you some questions and 
keep your voice up. You did sign it, right? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I signed this card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you write anything else on there? 

THE WITNESS: No, just my name, Mrs. Josephine Tanasi, 

154 Bond Street, Hartford. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You wrote the name and address? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: That's all? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. That's all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You didn't put the date on it? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Now, please keep your voice up. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did you read the card when you signed it? 

A. Yes, I read the card. 

Q. And who else was there at the time that you signed the card? 
A. There come the lady from the union, another man, the fellow Greco, 


Louis Greco. 
Q. Louis Greco? A. Yes. 
Q. And how many times had the union people come to your 


house? 

A. Well, they come, two times they came. 

Q. Twotimes? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And you signed the card on the first or sec- 
ond time? | 

THE WITNESS: No, the second time I signed the card. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) And who was there the first time that they 
came? A. The first time they come, Greco and this gentleman over 
here, another man from the union, I don't know. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Pointing to Mr. Appel, that man? Is he the 
man that was there? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, at my house. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The first time? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. The first time another man came up from 
the union and this fellow Greco, Louis Greco. 

. (By Mr. Siegel) And how long were they there the first time? 
A. = stayed about an hour. 

Q. About an hour? A. They told me about the ave and every- 
thing and the first time I didn't want to sign because I said I'm too old 
to sign. I can't get no benefits from the union. I don't want the union. 
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Q. Did they say anything to you? 

A. I'm selfish. Do you think of yourself or do you think of the 
younger generation, and they go. 

Q. And did you sign acardatthattime? A. No. I didn't sign 
nothing. Just they go and that's all. 

Q. Didthey come backa secondtime? A. Yes, they come 
back 2 second time. They no come back a secondtime. The lady 
come back, another man, another guy, not them. 

Q. And how long were they there that time? A. They don't 
stay too long, about fifteen minutes, just sign the card and that's all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did they say to you on the second 
occasion? 

THE WITNESS: Well, they said just sign the card. I ask him 
is this the card? He said this is a big secret. Nobody knows. He 
said, "You sign, but the union never say anything,” because they ex- 


plained to me before about the union. So many times I said I don't 


want because there's nothing for me in the union no more. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, on this second occasion, one of the 
things they told you was to sign the card, that it would be secret. 


What else did they say to you? 

THE WITNESS: That's all. Just to sign it because the major- 
ity has already signed. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who told you that the majority had already 

signed? A. The lady. This guy, Greco, too. 

Q. And Greco, too? A. Greco, too. He said the majority 
signed. He said, "You sign.” That's all. "Nobody knows this card. 
Nobody knows, this is secret.” 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What's the date on the card? 

MR. SIEGEL: The date is 11/1/66. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, did you believe them that the majority 
had signed when they told you that? A. Yes, I believe them. 
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Q. And would you have signed if that was not true? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who took the card, Mrs. Tanasi? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: To whom did you give the card after you 
signed it? 

THE WITNESS: The lady took the card. 

MR, SIEGEL: The lady took the card. If I may have one moment, 
Mr. Examiner. 

THE WITNESS: Wait a minute. The fellow took the card. I 
don't know who took the card. Gee, I don't remember who took the 
card. I know I signed it. There was three people over there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And you're not sure who took the card? 

THE WITNESS: No. I'm not sure who took the card. : 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) What time of the day was this — strike that. 
What time of the day did you sign the card? A. At night, about half 
past 7:00. | 

Q. About half past 7:00? A. Yes. 

Q. Did Mrs. Iannone fill in the date for you right now? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you know Mrs. Iannone? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, the lady from the union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did she fill in the date in front of you? 

THE WITNESS: I don't remember. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, the — did one of them fill in the date 
in front of you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So one of them did it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You don't remember just which one? 

THE WITNESS: No, I don't remember. 


MR. SIEGEL: I have no other questions, Mr. Examiner. 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Is it Mrs. Tanasi? A. Yes. 

Q. How many languages do you speak? A. Two. Italian 
and English. 

Q. And how many languages do you read? A. I readtwo. 

Q. Which are? A. English and Italian. I understand better — 
I read it better Italian than English, but I understand a little bit. 

Q. You read a little better Italian than English? A. Yes. 

Q. The conversation you had with this lady from the union, 
in what language was that? A. English. 

Q. That was conducted in English? A. Yes. 


* * * * 


Courtroom 262 
Federal Building 
Main Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 
Friday, June 23, 1967 


* * * 
Whereupon, 
SAL MALLUZZO 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
previously been duly sworn, was further examined and further testi- 
fied as follows: 

* * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mr. Malluzzo, although you've already 
testified as to your position with the Marie Phillips corporation, 
your main duty or responsibilities lie in what direction? What is 
the nature of your chief duties? A. Bookkeeping, payroll. 

Q. Payroll. And in the handling of the payroll, are you the most 
intimately familiar with the payroll and the records of the company? 

A. Tam. 

Q. Now, one witness, Mrs. Cambria, testified on direct that 
she was employed by Marie Phillips. Are you familiar with this wit- 


ness? A. Iam. 
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Q. As an employee of Marie Phillips? A. Yes. 

Q. And do you know her full name? A. Concetta Cambria. 

Q. And how long has she been employed by Marie Phillips ? 

A. My recollection, I'd say about fifteen years. 

Q. Fifteen years. Do you know whether or not she is still con- 
tinued as an active employee of Marie Phillips? A. She’ s still an 
active employee of Marie Phillips. ) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She could come back to work today if she 
wanted to, is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Has the company — have you ever for- 
warded to her any notice of termination or discharge? A. No. 

Q. What is her present status with the company? A. She's 
still an employee of Marie Phillips. 

Q. And how do you have her indicated on your payroll list? 

A. What — 

Q. Withdraw the question. Is she presently working? A. No, 
she isn't. 

Q. Actually working for Marie Phillips. A. No. 

Q. And what is the reason for her not presently working that you 
have on your entry? A. As far as I'm concerned, her husband is 
sick. That's why she didn't come back to work. That's what I was told. 

Q. And that is the reason that she gave to the company for not 
comingin? A. Yes. 

Q. That she is taking care of an ill husband? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, the company carries certain insurance benefits for its 
employees? A. It's still in force. | 

Q. There is certain insurance coverage for Mrs. Cambria? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And that insurance still remains in full force and effect? 
A. Yes. | 
Q. Now, with respect to those people who were out on strike, did 


the company take any action with respect to their insurance benefits ? 
A. Yes. : 
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Q. What was that action? A. They were sent registered letters 
informing them that they had thirty days to take over the insurance on 


their own, the company was cancelling out on the insurance. 


Q. It was action to notify them with respect to their insurance 


coverage? A. Yes. 

Q. And this insurance is — these are benefits — withdrawn. 
These insurance benefits are contributory or non-contributory ? 
A. Non-contributory. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: By that you mean that the employees do not 
contribute? 

THE WITNESS: They do not contribute, that's right. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) How are the premiums paid? Are they 
paid semi-annually or monthly? A. Monthly. 

Q. By the company? A. Yes. 

Q. And this letter of notification went to all employees for whom 
the insurance was not to be renewed by payment of premium? A. Yes. 

Q. As far as Mrs. Cambria is concerned, has the company con- 
tinued to pay the premium on insurance that covers her? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I ask — may I ask a question now, sir? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Please. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would it interfere with your examination? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Not a bit. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'm wondering about another subject matter. 
Do you remember there was testimony in this case, either by way of 
stipulation or you testifying, that there were certain employees who 
worked, let us say, from last February until April or something like 
that, just for a short period of time? I think they were pensioners or 
something of this sort. Do you recall anything about that ? 

MR. SUDARSKY: We intended to get into that, Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You do? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, may I just inquire if insurance is paid 
for those employees while they are not actually working? 
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THE WITNESS: It all depends on the circumstances that they 
come to work. They have to work three months. Previously, it was 
six months, but with the way it is now, after three months they're cov- 
ered for insurance. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: For the twelve months, even though they're 
not working? Supposing an employee comes to work for you and works 
three months and then takes off for the rest of the year, is the insur- 

ance paid for that employee? 

THE WITNESS: If they tell us they're coming back, we hold it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: If they tell you they're coming back next 


year ? 


THE WITNESS: No, they have to start the three months over 
again. But they — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I just want to have this clear. You do have 
some employees, don't you, who come in and work for three months and 


then take off the rest of the year? 

THE WITNESS: Well, not three months. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: For how long? 

THE WITNESS: Until they make $1,500. And the way sey usu- 
ally work it, some of them don't work, they work three or four days a 
week or they might work the whole week, but util they make the $1,500. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Are they covered by insurance? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, if they're over the three-month period. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, supposing they worked once a week — 

THE WITNESS: You mean one day a week? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: One day a week. 

THE WITNESS: They don't work that way. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They don't work that way? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Supposing they work three days a encere 

THE WITNESS: Three or four days a week, they're covered af- 


ter three months. 


562 


TRIAL EXAMINER: But supposing they stop working after the 
three months, are they covered for the remainder of the year? 

THE WITNESS: If, let's assume, like you stated, three months, 
let's assume that they made $1,500 in three months and they want to go 
away for the summer and they're going to come back for the fall, that 
insurance isn't cancelled. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Supposing they make $1,500 in January, Feb- 
ruary, March and April, they make $1,500 and they tell you, "Well, see 
you next January? 

THE WITNESS: We'll hold it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: We'll hold it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Will you continue to cover them with insur- 
ance? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Thank you, sir. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Thank you. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I hope I didn't interfere with your direct. 

MR. SUDARSKY: No, Mr. Examiner. It did not. In fact, it saved 
time on direct. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) With respect to the social security employ- 
ees so-called, if you don't mind my referring to them as social security 


employees, will you describe this type of employee with respect 


to sex, age, term of employment with the company, and so forth, if you 


understand my question? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the typical social security employee? 
THE WITNESS: Pardon? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What is the typical social security employee? 
THE WITNESS: They're employees that have been with us for 
years and when they reach the age of 65 or 62, whenever they collect 
their social security, if they wish, they can come back to work. It's a 
set policy with the company. And they make, if it was $1,200 before, 
now it's $1,500 a year. They've been with us for years. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) These are long-standing erinicyees of the 
company? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Generally, are they women? A. Yes. 

Q. And generally, do they come back — they are women who have 
reached the so-called social security age? A. Yes. 


Q. And they're entitled to social security benefits and desire to 


collect these social security benefits? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, do they come back year after year as long as their 
physical health will allow them? A. Yes. 

Q. And beyond the age of 70, 71 and72? A. Yes. 

Q. And as long as they're physically able, Marie Phillips will 
accept them? A. Yes. 

Q. Are these women who generally operate sewing machines? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And this is their chief skill or ability? A. as 

Q. Now, in what terms do they ask you and what action does the 
company take to insure that their social security benefits will not be de- 
nied them, although they wish to work at the company? In other words, 
how is it certain that they won't exceed the social security limit? 

A. Well, previously, they always asked me and they still do, but on their 
wage slip every week there's a cumulative total of their wages for the 
year and they know just how much they make. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So, the time finally comes when they geta 
check which indicates they've made $1,496 or something like that and 
they'll say, well, that’s it. 

THE WITNESS: That's it. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And they come in to you and bid you goodby 
until the next year, is that it? A. Right. 

Q. And then the next year do they start early in the year again 
to work for Marie Phillips? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, just roughly how many employees are in this category? 
A. Right now? ! 

Q. Yes. A. Three. 
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Q. How many'have you had? Have you had a greater number 
than this from time totime? A. I'd say as much as give for one 
time. 

Q. The company cooperates in every way it can with these em- 


ployees? A. Yes. 


* * * * * 


Q. By the way, Mr. Malluzzo, are these social security em- 


ployees, what is the length of time that some of them have been with 
the shop in number of years, do you know? 

MR. BROWN: I object, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
A. I'd say that the three that are there now, if I recall correctly, 
were there since as far back as I've been there, since '36. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) That's over 3l years? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would you name the three, please? 

THE WITNESS: There's a Nancy Vinci, Concetta Vasquez, and 
Mary Mozzicato. 

* 

Whereupon, 

THERESA GENTILE 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 
first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

5 * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Gentile, I show you what has been 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 45, andI ask you if your 
signature appears on that document? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you fill out the entire card yourself? A. Yes. 

Q. And do you recall — strike that. Did you also fill in the date? 
A. That's my signature. It's my writing. 

Q. What is the date? A. September 26th. 

Q. All right. What year? A. 1966. 
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Q. Now, where were you at the time that you filled out the card? 
A. In the cutting room. 

Q. Inthe cutting room? A. Yes. 

Q. And do you recall what time of day it was? A. I think it 
was in the morning. | 

Q. In the morning? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What department do you work in? 

THE WITNESS: Both, either the cutting department or the other 
place. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Thank you. 

MR. SIEGEL: I believe, Mr. Examiner, there is substantial evi- 
dence in the record as to Mrs. Gentile's job. I believe she testified 
she was an all-around girl, but at the moment she's doing sorting. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) AmI correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Was anybody else with you at the time you signed the card? 
A. I don't remember. I don't think so. 


Q. Where did you get the card? A. Benny gave it to me. 

Q. Mr. Fiamma? A. Yes. 

Q. And had he — was this the first time that he had handed you 
a card on this particular date? A. No, he talked to me about it, and 
I told him I didn't want nothing to do with the union. ! 

Q. All right. Take it very slowly, Mrs. Gentile, and will you tell 


us starting with the first time Mr. Fiamma approached you,’ exactly 
what he said to you and how many times he talked to you before you 
signed, before the day you signed? Not the day you signed, Et before 
you signed, okay? Take your time. 

A. He asked me what I did with the paper that the union passed 
out, andI told him I threw it away. So, he told me that's good. He ex- 
plained to me how it will be, you know, if the union will get in, all the 
benefits and everything. So I told him I had experience for the union 
before andI didn't want nothing to do with it. 
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Q. What was your response? A. Iusedto work in Colonial 
Meyers in 1938 and '39 and we went on strike over there. 

Q. Did anything happen as a result of the strike? A. Yes, 
after so many months on strike they put up a union, a union shop. 


So, when I was employed in a union shop I was getting the same 


wages I was getting before, no more, no less. 

Q. You mean you were getting the same wages after the strike? 
A. Yes, in the union place. 

Q. You mean, the union didn't get an increase in wages for you? 
A. No. 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection is sustained. You've had enough 
of that. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, at the time that — on the day that Mr. 
Fiamma, on the day you signed your card, will you tell us what hap- 
pened on the time you signed, who was there and what was said to you? 

A. After a while he kept telling me everybody signed, everybody 
signed, including Louis DeMauro. So after a while he said, "This is 
not going to be like 1938 or 139. This is '66." 

MR. ROSEMERE: Excuse me. Has it been established that this 
conversation took place at the time of the signing? 

THE WITNESS: No, not the signing. 

MR. SIEGEL: No, prior to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I get it straightened out ? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When he handed you the card, he told you 
that everybody had signed? 

THE WITNESS: No, first — before he handed me the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Before he handed you the card, he told you 
that everybody had signed, including Louis? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. And he also told you that this 
isn't going to be like '38, '39. This is 1966? 


THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You may continue. This is 
before you were given the card? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So, did he say anything else to you before 
he gave you the card? 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did he say anything else to you before he 

gave youthe card? A. No. After we talked, I don't know just 
whatever else he said, but after he gave me the card, I said, "Okay, 
I'll sign." 

Q. Didhe say anything to you at that time about as people 
signing a card? A. No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, now, the witness has already testi- 
fied, I heard her, that he told her that everybody had signed. This 
is before he gave her the card. 

MR. SIEGEL: That's right, but if you'll bear with me, there's 
something beyond that that I want to bring out here, andI think you 
will be — find, I hope, significant. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mr. Fiamma — strike that. Did you 
ask Mr. Fiamma whether any particular individual had signed the 
card? A. No. He told me everybody's in. "The cutting room is 
all signed, even Louis." He said, "Louis' been working for so many 
years. He signed.” | 

Q. What did he say about Louis having signed? What did he tell 
you? A. No, he just said Louis' in, too. 

Q. And who is Louis? A. Louis is the head cutter, the head 
of the cutters. 


Q. And can you tell us how long have you been working at the 


company ? 
A. 32 years. 
Q. And do you know how long Mr. DeMauro has been working 


at the company? A. He's been working a long time. 
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Q. And can you tell us whether or not — strike that. Let me 
start again. Is Louis DeMauro considered to have any special stand- 
ing among the employees? Do you understand my question? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) If you don't understand my question, say 
you don't understand my question. A. I know what everyone, advice 
or anything to know about any cut or anything, they go to Louis, or 
mark or anything. 

Q. Andis Louis looked up to by other employees? A. Yes. 

Q. Is he considered one of the more important employees in 
the shop? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: This leaves me a little bit confused, coun- 
sel. I take it you're not suggesting that he's a supervisor. 

MR. SIEGEL: No, butI am — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's the reason I heard from another 
witness that he was the leader andI don't know by that — 

MR. SIEGEL: We do not mean a leader by reason of a super- 

visor, but from the standpoint of — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Morale? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes. He's considered — the question comes up 
if he is in favor of something, a lot of people feel that this is good 
enough for them. I mean, that's it. He's the oldest employee in the 
company. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. You've answered my question, 
counsel. 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Did Mr. — you were working in the cutting 


room at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. And Mr. Fiamma told you that the whole room had signed 
up? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you believe him? A. Yes, I believedhim. You know, 
I took it for granted it was, you know, everybody was in. 
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-Q. Does Mr. Fiamma work inthat room? A. Yes. 


Q. And how many years had he worked there, do you know? 


A. About fifteen years. 
Q. So that you knew Mr. Fiamma at the company about fifteen 
years? A. Yes. 


* * * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * H * 

Q. Did you — strike that. You attended a meeting at Depasquale's 
Restaurant ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was that a union meeting? A. Yes. 

Q. And how many people were present at that meeting? 
A. About twelve. 

Q. Were these union people? A. Yes. 

Q. Andalso employees? A. Employees, yes. 

Q. I see. And do you know what the purpose of that meeting was? 
A. To talk about the union. 

Q. Well, to talk about the union in what respect? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Isn't it enough that it was a union meeting, 
counsel? I don't think we're interested in the details of the meeting. — 

MR. ROSEMERE: [I tell you, frankly, Mr. Examiner, I wanted 
to establish the extent of her participation in the union campaign. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It was a union meeting, right? 

THE WITNESS: It was a union meeting. I was so upset to find 
out that Louis wasn't in, that I didn't listen to what was going on. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: But you did stay for the meeting? You 
learned about Louis not being in before the meeting started? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Then you stayed for the meeting and then 
you left? | 

THE WITNESS: Right. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Did you attend any union meetings after 


that? A. After that I was supposed to go to another meeting; I didn't 
want to go. 

Q. Isn't it true you went to Vina Santucci's house after that? 
A. Yes. I went, but I was almost forced to go. I didn't want to go. 
I told them I didn't want to go to no meetings andI didn't want nothing 
to do with that. 

Q. But nonetheless, you didgo? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Who was present at Vina Santucci's house after you had been 
at Depasquale's Restaurant? A. Mr. Fiamma. 

Q. Whoelse? A. Mr. Appel. 

Q. Andwho else? A. The other gentleman. I don't know his 
name. 

Q. A union man or anemployee? A. A union man. 

Q. What took place at Vina Santucci's house? 

A. Talking and trying to make plans where, they showed me how 
many people had already signed. 

Q. They were planning their campaign, were they not? <A. Yes. 

Q. Now, was your — was your husband with you when you visited 
Vina Santucci's house? A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is your husband an employee? 

THE WITNESS: He's employed at — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Not at Marie Phillips? 

THE WITNESS: Not Marie Phillips, no. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Gentile, I understand, of course, 
that you had conversations with Mr. Fiamma before you had signed 
the card, andI think your last one was two or three days before you 
signedthe card? A. Yes. 

Q. And at that time — during those conversations, I assume that 
you had learned about the purpose of the card? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, at the very time that Mr. Fiamma passed you the card, 
did you have any conversation at that time? A. I don't recall. 
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Q. Now, did you sign the card at the time Benny Fiamma gave it 


to you? A. Yes. | 

Q. And then you passed it right backtohim? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, before you attended the meeting at Depasquale's Res- © 
taurant, had you attended any union meetings before that? A. No. 

Q. I don't mean meetings at restaurants, but meetings at em- 
ployees' homes or any place? A. No. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me. My recollection is she’s already 
testified to this, but I don't recall for sure. About how long after you 
signed the card was the meeting at Depasquale's Restaurant about? 

THE WITNESS: Maybe a couple — a month maybe, I don't know, 
or a couple of weeks. I don't remember. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: A couple of weeks or a month? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Anywhere from two to four weeks, would you 


say? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 


* * 
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Porm NLEB-801 
eee GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(a) 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


CHARGE AGAINST EMPLOYER 


regional director for the region in which the alleged unfair labor practice 
coourred or is occurring. 


Naus op Exrtorzn 


Apvazes or Eatas.iseusxt Trvsz oy Estasiisement (Factory, mine, wholesaler, 
(Street and number, city, State, and ZIP code) : “| = 


20 Chestnut Street Tdentify princi aervies! 
Bartford, Connecticut 06120 5 alee creer 


Ths above-amed emperer has engaged fn and ie engaging in wnat Iborpeaction within the meaning of section 8 (0, ubeeton 
(1) and ....€3}.. erence ---- of the National Labor Relations Act, and these unfair labor 
Se ere | 


2. Basis of the Charge (Be specific as to fects, names, addreases, plants involved, dates, places, ¢t<.) 


1. Since on or about Movember 1966 and continuing to date, the above-named Employer, through 
its officers, agents and representatives violated the sbove provisions of the Act, in 
that: 

a) It unlewfully interrogated employees concerning their activities in 
behalf of Local 153, I.L.C.W.U., AFL-CIO. 

b) It promised and granted financial end other benefits to induce exployees 
to abandon Local 153, I.L.G.W.U., AFL-CIO and otherwise refrain from 
engaging in union activity. 

c) It threatened to discharge employees for engaging in union activity. 

d) It gave employees the impression that their union activities were under 
surveillance. 

e) It threatened employees with reprisals affecting wages, hours and other 
terms and conditions of employment, if they chose Local 153, 1.L.G.w.U., 
AFL-CIO as their collective bargaining representative. 


2. Since on or about January 19, 1967 and at all times thereafter the Euployer has unlawfully 
refused to recognize and bargain with Local 153, I.L.G.W.U., AFI-CIO as the bargaining 
representative of its employees. 

3. By these and other acts the Employer interfered with, restrained and coerced its employees 
in the exercise of the rights guaranteed by the Act. ' 


3, Full Name of Party Filing Charge (if labor organisation, give full name, including local name and number) 


& ‘Aédreas (Stroet aaa munbers city; State, and ZIP code) : : =o Telephone Ne 
12 Orange Street, Mew spaavene Connecticut 06510 a LO 2-2191 


I declare that I have read the above charge and that the statements therein are true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
Py it BEER IRA U ROO a ae ceases 


--Fobruary—6 55967 aeeeccernceccerernenncccee nem IMO aan a a nnn anne non nnrnn renee cena te 
(The, # ony) 
— eee 
WRLLSULLY PALSE STATEMENTS ON THIS CHARGES CAN BE PUNISHED BY FINE AND IMPRISONMENT (U.S. CODE, TITLE 18, SECTION 30) 
| @O 684-910 


1a’ 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(b) 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
REGION 1 
John F. Kennedy Federal Building 
Cambridge and New Sudbury Streets 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203 


February 10, 1967 


Marie Phillips, Inc. 
20 Chestnut Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06120 


Re: Marie Phillips, Inc. 


Gentlemen: 


Enclosed for your information is an exact copy of a Charge filed in this 
office. 


This case has been assigned to Benjamin Smith, Attorney, whose 

telephone number is 223-3330, who will contact you at an early date, and 
with whose investigation your cooperation is invited. In the meantime, 
however, it will be appreciated if you will write us, describing in detail 

the facts and circumstances, as you know them, surrounding the allegations 
contained in this Charge. 


Pursuant to Section 101.4 of the Statement of Procedure, National Labor 
Relations Board, you are requested to submit a written statement of your 
position in respect to the allegations of said Charge. 


Very truly yours, 


/a/ Albert J. Hoban 
Regional Director 


Enclosure - Charge 


Registered #614 271 
Return Receipt Requested 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(c) 


I certify that I served the above referred to Charge this day by 
post-paid Registered Mail on the addressee named above, together 


with a transmittal letter of which this is a true copy. 


/s/ Ann Vidette 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 10th _ day of _ February, 
1967 __—s«w 


Mary D. Ferrari 
(Designated Agent) 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(d) 


COMPLAINT AND NOTICE OF HEARING 


eee ee eee ee 


It having been charged by Local 153, International Ladies’ 
Garment Workers' Union, AFL-CIO, 12 Orange Street, New Haven, 
Connecticut (herein called the Union) that Marie Phillips, Inc. , 20 
Chestnut Street, Hartford, Connecticut (herein called Respondent) 
has been engaging in and is engaging in unfair labor practices affect- 
ing commerce as set forth and defined in the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended, 29 U.S.C. Sec. 151, et seq. (herein called the Act) 
the General Counsel of the National Labor Relations Board (herein 
called the Board), on behalf of the Board, by the undersigned 
Regional Director, issues this Complaint and Notice of Hearing 
pursuant to Section 10(b) of the Act and Section 102. 15 of the Board's 
Rules and Regulations, Series 8, as amended. 

1. The Charge in this proceeding was filed by the Union on 
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February 10, 1967, and a copy thereof served upon Respondent on 
February 10, 1967. 

2. Respondent is and has been at all times material herein 
a corporation duly organized under and existing by virtue of the 
laws of the State of Connecticut. 

3. At all times herein mentioned, Respondent has maintained 
its principal office and place of business at 20 Chestnut Street in the 
City of Hartford and State of Connecticut (herein called the Hartford 
plant), and is now and continuously has been engaged at said plant in 
the manufacture, sale and distribution of women's dresses and re- 
lated products. 

4. Respondent in the course and conduct of its business 
causes, and continuously has caused at all times herein mentioned, 
substantial quantities of women's dresses to be sold and transported 
from said plant in interstate commerce to States of the United States 
other than the State of Connecticut. 

Annually Respondent ships women's dresses valued in excess 
of $50, 000 from its Hartford plant directly to points outside the 
State of Connecticut. 

5. The aforesaid Respondent is and has been engaged in 
commerce within the meaning of the Act. 

6. The Union is a labor organization within the meaning of 
Section 2(5) of the Act. 

7. All employees of Respondent employed at its Hartford 
plant, exclusive of office clerical employees, guards, professional 


employees and all supervisors as defined in Section 2(11) of the Act, 


constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining 
within the meaning of Section 9(b) of the Act. 

8. On or about January 19, 1967 a majority of the employees 
of Respondent in the unit described above in Paragraph 7 designated 
or selected the Union as their representative for the purposes of 
collective bargaining with Respondent. 
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9. At all times since January 19, 1967 the Union has been 
the representative for the purposes of collective bargaining of a 
majority of the employees in the said unit and, by virtue of Section 
9(a) of the Act, has been and is now the exclusive representative of 
all the employees in the said unit for the purposes of collective 
bargaining in respect to rates of pay, wages hours of employment, or 
other conditions of employment. ! 

10. On or about January 19, 1967, the Union requested 
Respondent to bargain collectively in respect to rates of pay, wages, 
hours of employment or other conditions of employment with the 
Union as the exclusive representative of all the employees of Respondent 
in the unit described above in Paragraph 7. 

11. On or about January 24, 1967, and at all times thereafter, 
Respondent did refuse and continues to refuse to bargain collectively 
with the Union as the exclusive representative of all the employees 
in the unit described above in Paragraph 7. | 

12. At all times material herein, the following named persons 
occupied positions set opposite their respective names, and are now 
and have been agents of Respondent acting on its behalf and are super- 
visors within the meaning of Section 2(11) of the Act: 

a. Minnie Pricone - Owner 
Frank Rametta - Owner 
Sal Maluzzi - Supervisor 
John Reed - Supervisor 


Sal Pricone - Supervisor of the Finishing 
Department 


13. Since on or about November 1, 1966 and continuing to 
date, Respondent has interfered with, restrained and coerced and is 


interfering with, restraining and coercing its employees in the 


exercise of rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act by the following 
acts and conduct: 
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a. On November 4, 1966 Minnie Pricone interrogated 


employees concerning their Union activity and threatened employees 


with plant closing and loss of overtime if the Union came in. 

b. On November 7, 1966 Minnie Pricone interrogated 
employees concerning their Union activity. 

c. On November 7, 1966 and November 14, 1966 Frank 
Rametta offered and granted employees a wage increase on condition 
that they reject the Union. 

d. During the first week of January, 1967, Sal Maluzzi 
interrogated an employee concerning his Union activity and the activity 
of other employees. 

e. On January 12, 1967 Frank Rametta offered and 
granted benefits to employees on condition that they reject the Union; 
threatened employees with loss of overtime and the subcontracting 
of cutting room work if the Union was successful. 

f. On January 18, 1967 John Reed interrogated an em- 
ployee concerning her Union activity. 

g. On January 19, 1967 Minnie Pricone threatened em- 
ployees with loss of employment if the Union was successful. 

h. On January 19, 1967 John Reed interrogated employees 
as to their Union activity. 

i. On January 19, 1967 Frank Rametta offered and 
granted an employee a promotion on condition that he not support the 
Union. 

j- On January 19, 1967 Frank Rametta threatened an 
employee to the effect that he would be sorry if he went with the Union. 

k. On January 20, 1967 John Reed interrogated employees 
concerning their Union activities, and offered and granted them wage 
increases on the condition that they not support the Union. 

E On January 20, 1967 John Reed threatened employees 
with loss of work if the Union was successful. 
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m. OnJanuary 20, 1967 Frank Rametta addressed a 
group of the employees and offered to assist them if they reject the 
Union. 

n. On January 20, 1967 Frank Rametta interrogated 
employees concerning their Union activity. 

Oo. On January 23, 1967 Frank Rametta tirestened 
employees with discharge as well as loss of overtime if the Union got 
into the shop. | 

p. On January 23, 1967 Sal Pricone interrogated em- 
ployees as to whether they had signed Union application cards, and 
threatened employees with loss of benefits if they signed with the 
Union. | 

q- On January 25, 1967 Frank Rametta interrogated 
employees as to their Union adherence, and offered them benefits if 
they remained with the Employer and rejected the Union. 

Yr. On January 26, 1967 Frank Rametta threatened 
employees with the subcontracting of work if the Union was success- 
ful. | 

s. On January 30, 1967 Frank Rametta offered and 
granted an employee a wage increase on condition that he reject the 


Union. 


t. During the first week of February, 1967, Frank 
Rametta interrogated an employee as to whether he had signed a Union 


application card, and threatened him with loss of work if the Union 
was successful. 

14, Since on or about November 1, 1966 and continding to date 
Respondent has engaged in the course of conduct described above in 
paragraphs 11 and 13 above in order to undermine the Union and 
destroy its majority status. : 

15. By the acts described above in Paragraphs 11 and 13 Re- 
spondent did engage in and is engaging in unfair labor practices within 


the meaning of Section 8(a)(5) of the Act. 
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16. By the acts described above in Paragraphs 11 and 13 and 
by each of said acts, Respondent did interfere with, restrain and 
coerce and is interfering with, restraining and coercing its employees 
in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act and 
thereby did engage in and is engaging in unfair labor practices within 
the meaning of Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. 

17. The activities of Respondent, described above in Paragraphs 
11 and 13, occurring in connection with the operations of Respondent, 
described above in Paragraphs 3 and 4 have a close, intimate, and sub- 
stantial relation to trade, traffic and commerce among the several 
States and tend to lead to labor disputes burdening and obstructing 
commerce and the free flow of commerce. 

18. The acts of Respondent, described above, constitute un- 
fair labor practices affecting commerce within the meaning of Section 
8(a)(1) and (5), and Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on the 9th of May, 1967 at 10:00 
o'clock in the forenoon, Eastern Daylight Saving Time, at Room 124, 
State Office Building, 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut, a 
hearing will be conducted before a duly designated Trial Examiner of 
the National Labor Relations Board on the allegations set forth in the 
above Complaint, at which time and place you will have the right to 
appear in person, or otherwise, and give testimony. 

Form NLRB 4668, Statement of Standard Procedures in Formal 
Hearings Held Before the National Labor Relations Board in Unfair 
Labor Practice Cases, is attached. 

You are further notified that, pursuant to Sections 102. 20 and 
102. 21 of the Board's Rules and Regulations, the Respondent shall file 
with the undersigned Regional Director, acting in this matter as agent 


of the National Labor Relations Board, an original and four (4) copies 


of an Answer to said Complaint within ten (10) days from the service 
thereof and that unless it does so, all of the allegations in the 
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Complaint shall be deemed to be admitted to be true and may be so 
found by the Board. 

WHEREFORE, the General Counsel of the National Labor 
Relations Board, on behalf of the Board, by the Regional Director for 
the First Region, on this 30th day of March, 1967, issues this 
Complaint and Notice of Hearing against Marie Phillips, Inc. , 
Respondent herein. 


/s/ Albert J. Hoban 
Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
First Region 


Boston, Massachusetts 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(e) 


STATEMENT OF STANDARD PROCEDURES IN FORMAL HEARINGS 
HELD BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
IN UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICE CASES 


ee 


The hearing will be conducted by a Trial Examiner of the 
National Labor Relations Board in accordance with the provisions of 
the National Labor Relations Act, the Administrative Procedure Act, 
and the Board's Rules and Regulations. Parties may be represented 
by an attorney or other representative and present evidence relevant 
to the issue. 

An official reporter will make the only official transcript of 
the proceedings, and all citations in briefs and arguments must refer 
to the official record. The Board will not certify any transcript other 
than the official transcript for use in any court litigation. Proposed 
corrections of the transcript should be submitted, either by way of 
stipulation or motion, to the Trial Examiner for his approval. 
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All matter that is spoken in the hearing room while the hearing 
is in session will be recorded by the official reporter unless the 
Trial Examiner specifically directs off-the-record discussion. In 
the event that any party wishes to make off-the-record statements, 

a request to go off the record should be directed to the Trial Examiner 
and not to the official reporter. 

Statements of reasons in support of motions and objections should 
be specific and concise. The Trial Examiner will allow an automatic 
exception to all adverse rulings, and, upon appropriate order, an ob- 
jection and exception will be permitted to stand to an entire line of 
questioning. 

All Exhibits offered in evidence shall be in duplicate. Copies 
shall also be supplied to other parties. If a copy of any exhibit is 


not available at the time the original is received, it will be the re- 


sponsibility of the party offering such exhibit to submit the copy before 
the close of hearing. In the event such copy is not submitted, and 

the filing thereof has not for good reason shown been waived by the 
Trial Examiner, any ruling receiving the exhibit may be rescinded and 
the exhibit rejected. 

Any party shall be entitled, upon request, toa reasonable period 
at the close of the hearing for oral argument, which shall be included 
in the stenographic report of the hearing. In the absence of a request, 
the Trial Examiner may himself ask for oral argument, if at the 
close of the hearing he believes that such argument would be beneficial 
to his understanding of the contentions of the parties and the factual 
issues involved. 

Any party shall also be entitled upon request made before the 
close of the hearing, to file a brief or proposed findings and con- 
clusions, or both, with the Trial Examiner who will fix the time for 
such filing. 
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Attention of the parties is called to the following requirements 
laid down in Section 102. 42 of the Board's Rules and Regulations with 
respect to the procedure to be followed before the proceeding is 
transferred to the Board: . 

No request for an extension of time within which to submit 
briefs or proposed findings to the Trial Examiner will be considered 
unless received by the Chief Trial Examiner in Washington, D. Cc. 
(or, in cases under the San Francisco, California branch office of 
Trial Examiners, the Associate Chief Trial Examiner in charge of 
such office) at least 3 days prior to the expiration of time fixed for 
the submission of such documents. Notice of request for such ex- 
tension of time must be served simultaneously upon all other parties, 
and proof of such service furnished to the Chief Trial Examiner or 
Associate Chief Trial Examiner, as the case may be. All briefs or 
proposed findings filed with the Trial Examiner must be submitted 
in triplicate, and may be in typewritten, printed, or mimeographed 
form, with service upon the other parties. 

In due course the Trial Examiner will prepare and file with the 
Board his decision in this proceeding, and will cause a copy thereof 
to be served upon each of the parties. Upon filing of the said decision, 
the Board will enter an order transferring this case to itself, and 
will serve copies of that order, setting forth the date of such transfer, 
upon all parties. At that point, the Trial Examiner's official con- 
nection with the case will cease. 

The procedure to be followed before the Board from that point 
forward, with respect to the filing of exceptions to the Trial 
Examiner's Decision, the submission of supporting briefs, requests 
for oral argument before the Board, and related matters, is set 
forth in the Board's Rules and Regulations, Series 8, as amended, 
particularly in Section 102. 46, and following sections. A summary 
of the more pertinent of these provisions will be served upon the 


parties together with the order transferring the case to the Board. 
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Adjustments or settlements consistent with the policies of the 
Act reduce government expenditures and promote amity in labor 


relations. Upon request, the Trial Examiner will afford reasonable 


opportunity during the hearing for discussions between the parties if 
adjustment appears possible, and may himself suggest it. 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(£) 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


Tn tre Matter of 


MAKI£ PHILLIPS, INC, 


Core No. 1-CA-5818. 


LOCAL 153, INTERNATIOMAL LADIES’ GARMENT 
‘WORKERS’ UNION, AFL-CIO 


AFRDAVIT OF SERVICE OF ..°°?7 °F SREY ARPES CE cd 


DATE OF MAILING ......____March 30,1967 


|, the undersigned employee of the National Labor Relations Board, being duly swom, depose and say thet on 
the date indicated obove | served the above-entitied document(s) by post-paid registered/ggatifiad mail upon the 
following persons, addressed to them at the following addresses: ! 


Marie Phillips, Inc. Local 153, International Ladies’ Garment 
20 Chestnut Street Workers’ Union, AFL-CIO 
Hartford, Connecticut 06120 12 Orange Street ' 
(Rag. #614241 - serv. effec. 3/31/67) New Haven, Connecticut 06510 
(Rag. 9614264 - serv. effec, 3/ 31/67) 


Jerold D. Jacobson, Esq. 
One Constitution Plasa c/o Internationsl Ledies’ Garment 
Hartford, Connecticut 06103 3/31/67) Workers’ Union, AFL-CIO 
(Rag. $614242 - serv. effec. 1710 Broadway 
New York, Mew York 10019 
a s-peteante Esq. (Rag. #614245 - serv. effec. 3/31/67) 
e/o gel and Werner | 
49 Pearl Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06103 
(Rag. #614243 - serv. effec. 3/31/67) 


ao 879-482 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(g) 


RESPONDENT'S ANSWER TO COMPLAINT 


ee eee eee eee 


Pursuant to Section 102. 20 of the Board's Rules and Regulations, 
the undersigned Attorney for the Respondent, Marie Phillips, Inc., 


answers the Complaint duly served as follows: 

1. The Respondent admits the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the Complaint herein. 

2. The Respondent denies the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 8, 9, 10, 11, 13a-t inclusive, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18 of 
the Complaint. 

3. As to the allegations in paragraph 2, the Respondent 
denies it is a Connecticut Corporation, but admits that it is a New 
York Corporation authorized to do business in the State of Connecticut. 

4. As to the allegations in paragraph 7, the Respondent denies 
any knowledge confirming or denying that said unit is appropriate 
under the Act. 

5. As to the allegations in paragraph 12, the Respondent 
admits: 

(a) that Minnie Pricone and Frank Rametta are agents 
of the Respondent and Supervisors within the meaning of the Act; 

(b) that Sal Maluzzi and Sal Pricone are agents of the 
Respondent and Supervisors within the meaning of the Act; 

(c) Respondent denies that John Reed was either an 
agent of Respondent or a Supervisor within the meaning of the Act. 

6. The Respondent denies that it has engaged in any conduct 
in violation of the provisions of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended. MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
/s/ Jay S. Siegel 


Hartford, Connecticut Its Attorney 
April 7, 1967 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(h) 


AMENDMENT TO RESPONDENT'S ANSWER TO COMPLAINT 


The Respondent, Marie Phillips, Inc., amends it answer to the 
Complaint dated April 7, 1967 as follows: 

In ea two (2) strike the word "admits" and substitute 
the word "denies. ' 

Said amendment is necessary due to a typographical ee 
which just came to the attention of the undersigned. 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Jay S. Siegel 
Its Attorney 


Hartford, Connecticut 
April 22, 1967 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(i) 


RESPONDENT'S MOTION FOR A BILL OF PARTICULARS 


Pursuant to Section 102. 24 of the Board's Rules and Regulations, 
the undersigned attorney for the Respondent moves that a bill of 
particulars be furnished to the Respondent concerning the allegations 
of paragraphs 8 and 13 of the Complaint herein: 

1) As to paragraph eight (8) the following information: 

(a) The number of employees constituting the majority 


which the General Counsel intends to rely upon to establish the 


allegation of said paragraph. 

(b) A list of the names of said employees constituting 
the alleged majority. : 

(c) The manner in which said majority designated the 
Union as its agent together with a copy or copies of such designations. 
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2) As to paragraph thirteen (13) the time and place where each 
of the alleged acts in subparagraphs a-t inclusive, are supposed to 
have occurred together with the names of the individual employees 
involved therein. 


The grounds of this Motion are that the foregoing information is 


necessary to permit Respondent an adequate opportunity to prepare 


its defense to the Complaint for presentation at the hearing of this 
case, and such information is unknown to the Respondent. 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
/s/ Jay S. Siegel 
Its Attorney 


Hartford, Connecticut 
April 22, 1967 


$e 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(j) 


OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR PARTICULARS 


Now comes Counsel for the General Counsel in the captioned 
matter and opposes Respondent's Motion for Particulars. 

Re: Respondent's Item #1 as to Paragraph 8 of the Complaint, 
the information sought by the Respondent is evidentiary matter; 

Re: Respondent's Item #2 as to Paragraph 13 of the Complaint, 
the information sought by the Respondent is evidentiary matter and 
the allegations of the Complaint are sufficiently specific. 


Respectfully submitted, 


/s/ Robert C. Rosemere 
Counsel for the General Counsel 
National Labor Relations Board 
First Region 
Dated at Boston, Massachusetts 
this 25th day of April, 1967 


Ean 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(k) 


RESPONDENT'S REPLY TO GENERAL COUNSEL'S 
OPPOSITION TO A BILL OF PARTICULARS 


| 


1. Respondent is lawfully entitled to be adequately advised 
as to the nature, time and place of the violations alleged in paragraph 
thirteen (13) of the Complaint. Walsh Lumpkin, Inc. 129 NLRB 
No. 294 (1960). | 

2. The Complaint fails to meet the minimal standards pre- 
scribed by the Board in the above case as to such allegations and the 
General Counsel's opposition to Bill of Particulars is inconsistent 
with the Board's announced policy. 

3. Respondent is lawfully entitled to interrogate erinionees 
in advance of the hearing in connection with the allegations of paragraph 
eight (8) of the Complaint. Madison Brass Works, Inc. 161 NLRB 
104. | 


4, As to paragraph eight (8) the refusal to furnish Respondent 


with the information sought in connection with the allegations therein 

will require Respondent to interrogate in advance of any hearing in 
excess of one hundred (100) employees in order to be adequately 

prepared on its defense to said allegations thereby placing an unnecessary 
and cumbersome burden on Respondent. 

5. In the absence of the information requested in the Bill of 
Particulars, Respondent is not adequately advised as to the allegations 
therein and is denied an opportunity to adequately prepare its defense 
to said allegations. | 

WHEREFORE, the Respondent requests the granting Bill of 


Particulars. 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Jay S. Siegel 
Hartford, Connecticut Its Attorney 
April 29, 1967 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1() 


ORDER ON MOTION FOR 
BILL OF PARTICULARS 


Respondent having filed a Motion for a Bill of Particulars and 
Counsel for the General Counsel having filed an Opposition thereto, 
and the matter having been referred to me for ruling, it is hereby 

ORDERED that Counsel for the General Counsel furnish Re- 
spondent with the following information on or pefore May 4, 1967: 

1. State the manner in which majority of employees 
designated the Union as its agent. If desidnation was by written docu- 


ment other than by ballot, supply Respondent with a blank copy of such 


document, as referred to in paragraph eight of the Complaint. 

2. State where each of the alleged acts in paragraph thirteen 
of the Complaint occurred. 

In all other respects the Respondent's Motion for a Bill of 
Particulars is denied. Respondent's additional requests call for 
evidence which the General Counsel is not required to disclose. 
William H. Dixon, 130 NLRB 1204. 


/s/ Charles W. Schneider 
Trial Examiner 


Dated: April 28, 1967 


— 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(m) 


ANSWER TO ORDER ON MOTION FOR BILL OF PARTICULARS 


DER ON MOTION FOR BL 


Now comes Counsel for the General Counsel and, in compliance 
with the Trial Examiner's Order On Motion For Bill Of Particulars, 
answers, as follows: 


1. The majority of employees designated the Union as its 
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reapresentative for the purposes of collective bargaining, as alleged 
in Paragraph 8 of the Complaint, by means of signed authorization 
cards, blank copies of which are attached hereto. | 
2. The acts alleged in Paragraph 13 of the Complaint 


occurred at the Respondent's plant at Hartford, Connecticut, 


Respectfully submitted, 


/s/ Robert C. Rosemere 
Counsel for the General Counsel 
National Labor Relations Board 
Boston, Massachusetts 


Dated at Boston, Massachusetts, | 
this 2nd day of May, 1967. 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(n) 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. Case No. 1-CA-5818 


INDEX 


| 
1 (a) Charge, dated February 8, 1967, filed February 10, 1967. 
1 (b) Letter of transmittal of Charge, dated February 10, 1967. 
1 (c) Affidavit of Letter of Transmittal, dated February 10, 1967. 


1 (a) Statement of Standard Procedures in Formal Hearings Held 
Before the National Labor Relations Board in UES Labor 
Practice Cases. 


1 (e) Complaint and Notice of Hearing, dated March 30, 1967. 


1 (f) Affidavit of Service of Complaint and Notice of earane, 
with Return Receipt Cards. 


1 (g) Respondent's Answer to Complaint, dated April 1, 1967. 


1 (h) Amendment to Respondent's Answer to Sonne dated 
April 22, 1967. 


1 (i) Respondent's Motion for a Bill of Particulars, dated 
April 22, 1967. 


590 


1 Gj) Opposition to Motion for Particulars, dated April 25, 
1967. 


1 (k) Respondent's Reply to General Counsel's Opposition to 
a Bill of Particulars. 


1 @) Order on Motion for Bill of Particulars. 
1 (m) Answer on Order on Motion for Bill of Particulars. 
1 (n) Index herein. 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(0) 


MOTION TO REOPEN HEARING, CONSOLIDATE CASES 
_ AND AMEND COMPLAINT 

Pursuant to Section 102. 35(h) and (k), 102.25 and 102. 17 of 
the Rules and Regulations of the National Labor Relations Board, 
Series 8, as amended, Counsel for the General Counsel moves the 
Trial Examiner to reopen the record in Case No. 1-CA-5818, to 
permit consolidation of that case with Case No. 1-CA-6060, to allow 
the attached Amendment to Complaint (Appendix A) heretofore issued 
in Case No. 1-CA-5818 (as amended at hearing), and to issue a 
Further Notice of Hearing for the purpose of receiving evidence 
supporting the allegations of the Amendment to Complaint. 

In support of this Motion, the undersigned declares: 

1. That on August 25, 1967, Local 153, International 
Ladies' Garment Workers' Union, AFL-CIO, filed an additional 
charge, docketed as Case No. 1-CA-6060, alleging that Marie 
Phillips, Inc. , had violated Section 8(a)(1)(3) and (5) of the National 


Labor Relations Act, as amended, by refusing to reinstate certain 


named strikers upon their unconditional application for reinstate- 
ment and unilaterally eliminating certain job classifications in the 
bargaining unit. A copy of said charge is attached hereto 
(Appendix B). 
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2. That the Acting Regional Director of the National Labor 
Relations Board has caused an investigation of said charge in Case 
No. 1-CA-6060 to be made and has concluded that the issuance of a 
complaint is warranted. 3 

3. That all matters in both Case No. 1-CA-5818 and Case 


No. 1-CA-6060 involve the same parties, organizational effort and 
background. 
4. That the granting of this Motion is necessary in order to 


effectuate the purposes of the Act and to avoid unnecessary costs and 
delay. 


Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ Michael R. Brown 


/s/ Robert C. Rosemere 
Counsel for the General Counsel 
National Labor Relations Board 
First Region 
Boston, Massachusetts 


Dated at Boston, Massachusetts, 
this 23rd day of October, 1967. 


APPENDIX A 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
FIRST REGION 


In the Matter of 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
and ; CASE NOS: 
1-CA-5818 
LOCAL 153, INTERNATIONAL LADIES’ : 1-CA-6060 
GARMENT WORKERS' UNION, AFL-CIO 
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_AMENDMENT TO COMPLAINT 


The caption is amended to add the following: 

"Case No. 1-CA-6060" 

Paragraph 1 is amended to add the following: 

“The Charge in Case No. 1-CA-6060 was filed by the 
Union on August 25, 1967, and a copy thereof served upon Respondent 
on August 25, 1967." 

3. Paragraph 14 is amended in its entirety so as to read as 
follows: 

14. Since on or about November 1, 1966, and continuing 
to date Respondent has engaged in the course of conduct described 
above in paragraphs 11 and 13 above in order to undermine the Union 
and destroy its majority status. 

"14(a). Since on or about February 7, 1967, and continu- 
ing to date, the employees of Respondent engaged in a strike to pro- 


test the acts and conduct of Respondent, alleged in paragraphs 11 


and 13 above. 

14(b). On or about the respective dates listed opposite 
their respective names (listed below), said employees applied for 
reinstatement to their former or substantially equivalent positions 
of employment: 


Joseph Aiello | July 24, 1967 
Francois Bessette July 24, 1967 
Virgilio Coelho July 24, 1967 
Benny Fiamma July 24, 1967 
Thomas Spada. July 24, 1967 
Frank Papa July 24, 1967 
Louis Greca August 10, 1967 


"44(c). On or about July 27 and August 11, 1967, Re- 
spondent refused and continues to refuse to reinstate the employees 
named in paragraph 14(b) to their former or substantially equivalent 


positions of employment. 
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"14(d). During the period of February 8 to July 27, 
1967, Respondent unilaterally eliminated certain job classifications 
in the cutting department of its Hartford plant. 

"14(e). Respondent did refuse and continues to refuse to 
reinstate the employees named above in paragraph 14(b) and uni- 
laterally eliminated certain job classifications in the cutting depart- 
ment for the reason that the employees named above in paragraph 
14(b) had selected, or had become members of the Union or had 
participated in the strike described above in paragraph 14(a), or had 
refused to work during said strike." 


4, Paragraph 15 is amended in its entirety so as to read as 


follows: 

"15. By the acts described above in paragraphs 11, 13 
and 14(d), Respondent did engage in and is engaging in unfair labor 
practices within the meaning of Section 8(a)(5) of the Act. 

"15(a). By the acts described above in paragraphs 14(c) 
and 14(d) carried out for the reason set forth in paragraph 14(e) above, 
Respondent did discriminate and is discriminating in regard to the 
hire or tenure or terms or conditions of employment of the employees 
named above in paragraph 14(b) thereby discouraging membership in 
the Union and Respondent thereby did engage in and is engaging in un- 
fair labor practices within the meaning of Section 8(a)(3) of the Act." 

5. Paragraphs 16, 17 and 18 are amended in their entirety 

so as to read as follows: | 

"16. By the acts described above in eee 11, 13 and 
14 and by each of said acts, Respondent did interfere with, restrain 
and coerce and is interfering with, restraining and coercing its em- 
ployees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act 
and thereby did engage in and is engaging in unfair labor Brace 
within the meaning of Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. 
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"17, The activities of Respondent, described above in 
paragraphs 11, 13 and 14, occurring in connection with the operations 
of Respondent, described above in paragraphs 3 and 4 have a close, 
intimate, and substantial relation to trade, traffic and commerce 


among the several States and tend to lead to labor disputes burdening 


and obstructing commerce and the free flow of commerce. 

"18. The acts of Respondent, described above, constitute 
unfair labor practices affecting commerce within the meaning of 
Section 8(a)(1)(3) and (5) and Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act." 


/s/ Robert E. Greene 
Acting Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board 
First Region 
Boston, Massachusetts 


Dated at Boston, Massachusetts, 
this 23rd day of October, 1967. 


APPENDIX B 


FORM NLRBG-SO1 
mR 594(a) eae No. 64-R002.22 


UNITED STATES OF AmtRICA 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


CHARGE AGAINST EMPLOYER 
DS NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE 


‘ 
INSTRUCTIONS: File an original and 4 copies of this charge with NLRB Case No. 
tegional director for the region in which the alleged unfair labor practice ‘ 
occurred or is occurring: * Dote Filed ' 

‘ e : crust 25, 1967 


1-0..-5060 


1, EMPLOYER AGAINST W BOUL 
a. Name of Employer Nowwer Of Wosacts caaproyed | 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
c. Address of Establishment (Street and number, city, State, a. Gmploye! abaeve Om teCt e, Phone No,| 
and ZIP code) 20 Chestnut Street (203) 
Hartford, Connecticus SLO Osta Preyer '592-2015 


Type of Establishment (Factory, mine, wholesaler, ctc.) g. sdentily Principal Product or Servic. 
Factory Garments 


he meaniag of acces 8 (a), 


Nations Ls ejations Act, 
Be meuniag of she Ack. 


2. Basis of the Charge (Be specific ax to facts, names, addresnen, plants invoives, cuica, pauces, etc.) 


The above-named Employer, by its oficcrs, ogous ane - Ves, violated 

the above provisions of the Act, in that: 
| 

(1) On or about July 27, 1967 and at ai. vimes cierow ce Sox% ‘ay! reiused 
to reinstate to their jobs employees Joseph A: sc0ls BESsc.<o, iio Coclho, 
Benny Fiamma, Louis Greca, Frank Paps and Thomas Spada who wows cagugen 22 2 strike 
in protest against the Employer's uniaiz iaso> pracuecs; Site wolusal followse 2 uncondi- 
tional offer by these employees to return to W 


(2) About March, 1967 and thereasvcr, + unicvos: 
unit without notifying or bargaining We eee aoe Rae) 
by a majority of its employces to be %& 
collective bargaining in an eine unis, 


By these and other acts the Empicyer ics inte. B2SS sostrained and co¢rcs« its 
employees in the exercise of the rights guaraaveed L. Sucvion 7 of tae Act 


3. Full Name of Party Filing Charge (If labor organization, give iuil name, inciuding local aame and number. 


Local 153, International Ladies’ Garmont Worxers'? Ux AFL-CiO 

$a, Address (Street and number, ays State, and ZIP code) Go. sew paone NO. 
12 Orange Street, New Haven, Connecticut 16510 \e20e. 70 2-2791 
1710 Broacway, New York, N. Y. 10019 Pe 59s = S004 


3. Full Name of National or International Labor Organization of \\uich It In an Affiliate or Constituent Unit (10 of filles «3 
when charge is filed by a labor organization) 


International Ladies' Garment Workcvs' Union API-Cr 
3. cre ClofaactTeON 


I declare that I nave) read the above charge and that the staiements thereja ar 


Ze i 
, 
Dion of a filing aa rile, if any) i 
¢ { 
August 23.'1967 


wo; 


1710 Broadway, NY, NY 1001 (QI2\ CF —SSS 
ARES Sx =™M (Yelephoae . (Wate. 


NT (U.S, CODE, TITLE 18, 


ye isue to the best of my knowled,. ...G belief. 


WILLFULLY FALSE STATEMENTS ON THIS CHARGE CAN'BE PUNISHED BY FINE AND IMP AISON 
SECTION 1001) 


GPO 904-534 
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CENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(p) 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


Case Neg 1-Ca-5818 
1-CA-6060 


|, the undersigned employee of the National Lobor Relations Boord, being duly swom, depose ond sey thet on 
the date indicated above | served the above-entitled document(s) by post-poid-gegigtssed/certitied mail upon the 
following persons, addressed to them at the following addresses: i 


Prank Rametta, President Joseph S. Sudarsky, Esquire 

Marie Phillips, Inc. Sudarsky and Sudarsky 

20 Chestnut Street One Constitution Plaza | 

RGeceEeCiNcooe eee Hartford, Connectteut 06103 y b 7 
rt. - ser. acca * 533 - A. 1S" aye 

( se etfs, ray) (Cert. #614633 - seu 4h 

Jay S. Siegel, Esquire 

Suite 1848 

Hartford National Bank Building 

Hartford, Connecticut 06103 

(Cert. $614630 - ser. eff. - \O-2aY~u7 


Iocal 153, International Ladies' 
Germent Workers' Union, AFL-CIO 

12 Orange Street 

New Haven, Connecticut 06510 

(Cert. $614631 - ser. eff. - )o-aY-67 


Jerold D. Jacobson, Attorney 
International Ladies' Garment 

Workers' Union, AFL-CIO 

1710 Broadway 

New York, New York 10019 

(Cert. $614632 - ser. eff. - 10 -DY~7 


Wo 879-452 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(q) 


RAAUIJAZ RUEVDAC0021 3031744-UUUU--RUEVDAC 
NLRB 


FM ROBERT E GREENE ACTING DIR NLRB 
BOSTON MASS 


TOLOCAL 153 INTNL LADIES GARMENT WORKERS UNION AFL CIO 
12 ORANGE ST 
NEW HAVEN CONN 06510 


TO ARTHUR APPEL CONN LADIES GARMENT WORKERS UNION 
ILGWU 59 CANNON ST BRIDGEPORT CONN 06603 


BT 


E: MARIE PHILLIPS ICA-5818 RETXTEL 10-21 REARING ROOM 
PROCURED FOR 11-8-67 NUMBER 2 CONFERENCE ROOM, LABOR 
DEPARTMENT 200 FOLLY BROOK BLVD. WETHERSFIELD, 
CONNECTICUT, 3 DAYS 


BT 
NNNN 


Received 10/30/57 
12:47 P.M. 


(11011 
(11011 MSCEV113321 


RAAULJHZ RUEVDAC0020 3031730-UUUU--RUWLRBQ RUEVDBO 
RUVDAL. 
NLRB 


FM ROBERT E GREENE ACTING DIR NLRB BOSTON MASS 


TO RUWLRBQ/1/DON WILSON TX DIVN OF TX NLRB 50 GOLDEN 
GATE AVE BOX 36006 SAN FRANCISCO CALIF 


TO RUEVDBO/3/MRIE PHILLIPS INC 20 CHESTNUT ST HARTFORD . 
CONN 


TO RUEVDBO/3/JOSEPH SUDARSKY ESQ C/O SUDARSKY SUDARSKY 
I CONSTITUTION PLAZE HARTFORD CONN 


TO RUEVDBO/3/J S SIEGEL ESQ STE 1848 HARTFORD NATL BANK 
BLDG HARTFORD CONN 
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TO RUEVDAE/1/JEROLD D JACOBSON ESQ. C/O INTERNATIONAL 
LADIES GARMENT WORKERS UNION AFL CIO 1710 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK N Y 


BT 


RE: MARIE PHILLIPS ICA-5818 RETXTEL 10-21 HEARING ROOM 
PROCURED FOR 11-8-67 NUMBER 2 CONFERENCE ROOM, 
LABOR DEPARTMENT 200 FOLLY BROOK BLVD. 
WETHERSFIELD, CONNECTICUT, 3 DAYS. 


Received 10/30/57 
12:41 P.M. 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(r) 


(25102 EVDAC 

011354 (17017 MSCWL650213 

RAAULJHZ RUWLRAB0004 3060019-UUUU--RUEVDAC. 

FM E DON WILSON, TRIAL EXAMINER DIV OF TRIAL EXAMINERS 


NLRB 450 GOLDEN GATE AVE BOX 36006 SAN FRANCISCO 
CALF/NLRB/TO RUEVDAC/1/ROBERT G ROSEMERE AND 
MICHAEL F. BROWN ATTORNEYS NLRG REG 1 J. F. K. 

FED BLDG BOSTON MASS/REPORT OF DELIVERY REQUESTED/ 


BT 


RE: MARIE PHILLIPS, INC., CASE NOS. 1-CA15818 AND 1-CA- 
6060. | 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S MOTION TO REOPEN HEARING, CONSOLIDATE 
CASES AND AMEND COMPLAINT AND RESPONDENT'S OPPOSITION 
THERETO HAVING BEEN RECEIVED AND CONSIDERED, IT IS 
HEREBY ORDERED THAT THE MOTION IS GRANTED AND THAT 
THE REOPENED HEARING BE HELD AT 10 A.M. ON NOVEMBER 

8, 1967. EVIDENCE AS TO RELIANCE ON ALLEGED MISREPRE- 
SENTATIONS SHALL BE RECEIVED FIRST AND THEN EVIDENCE 

AS TO THE AMENDMENTS TO THE COMPLAINT. THE REOPENED 
HEARING WILL BE HELD AT NUMBER 2 CONFERENCE ROOM, 
LABOR DEPARTMENT, 200 FOLLY BROOK BLVD., WETHERSFIELD, 
CONNECTICUT. i 

BT 

NNN ?$25102 EVDAC 

P&X (25102 EVDAC 

Received 11/2/67 

8:21 A. M. 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(s) 


INDEX AND DESCRIPTION OF FORMAL DOCUMENTS 


Exhibit 1 (0) Motion to Reopen Hearing, Consolidate Cases and 
Amend Complaint, dated October 23, 1967. 


(p) Affidavit of Service of 1(a), dated October 23, 1967. 


Confirmation of Teletype notifying parties for hearing, 
dated October 30, 1967. 


Confirmation of Teletype to Attorneys confirming date 
of hearing, dated November 2, 1967. 


Index herein. 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(t) 


WESTERN UNION 
TELEGRAM 


BZA088 (01) WU TELTEX NYKR104(1338) | 
GSA FTS NYK | 
ATTN W U PLS REPORT DELIVERY DIRECT TO "HQA" 64 
WASHINGTON ST NY JEROLD D JACOBSON ESQ. , INTL LADIES 
GARMENT WORKERS UNION AFL-CIO 1710 BROADWAY NEW YORK 
NY (REPORT OF DELIVERY REQUESTED/ 

RE: MARIE PHILLIPS INC CASE NO 1-CA-5818 
PARTIES ATTENTION IS CALLED TO THE ITT-SEMI-CONDUCTORS 
CASE NLRB NO. 98. PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO SHOW CAUSE BY 
OCTOBER 18, 1967 WHY THE HEARING IN THIS MATTER SHOULD 
NOT BE REOPENED AT 10:00 AM TUESDAY NOVEMBER 7, 1967, 
AT A UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ROOM IN HARTFORD 
CONNECTICUT OR SUCH OTHER PLACE AS MAY BE ARRANGED 
BY COUNSEL FOR GENERAL COUNSEL UPON DUE NOTICE BY 
HIM NOT LATER THAN OCTOBER 31, 1967, TO THE / OTHER 
PARTIES AND TO THE TRIAL EXAMINER. SHOULD THE HEARING 
BE REOPENED ALL WITNESSES AND INTERPRETERS ARE TO 
BE AVAILABLE ON NOVEMBER 7. SHOULD THE HEARING BE 
REOPENED IT WILL BE SOLELY TO RECEIVE EVIDENCE AS TO 
WHETHER SIGNERS OF UNION AUTHORIZATION CARDS RELIED 
UPON ALLEGED MISREPRESENTATIONS WHEN SIGNING CARDS 


E DON WILSON TRIAL EXAMINER DIV OF TRIAL EXAMINERS 
NLRO SFRAN CALIF 


HRD 1237R EST 

CCT LN11 GP9 SHUD READ SIGNERS RPT SIGNERS 

ATTN W U PLS REPORT DELY DIR TO "HQA" 641 WASHINGTON 
ST NYC | 


Received 10/9/67 
6:00 P.M. 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(u) 


RESPONDENT'S RESPONSE TO 
TRIAL EXAMINER'S ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 


Respondent does not object to and in fact joins in the proposed 

move that the hearing in Case No. 1-CA-5818 be reopened for the 
sole purpose of receiving evidence as to whether certain signers of 
Union authorization cards in said Case relied upon misrepresentations 
by Union solicitors when signing cards. Respondent however requests 
that a date later in the month be selected as November 7th is Election 
day and it may not be possible to have all witnesses and interpreters 
available. 

MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 

/s/ Jay S. Siegel 

Its Attorney 


Hartford, Connecticut 
October 16, 1967 


SS 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(v) 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S ANSWER TO 
TRIAL EXAMINER'S ORDER TO SHOW. CAUSE 

Counsel for the General Counsel strenously oppose any prospec~ 
tive reopening of the captioned case for the purpose of receiving 
evidence as to whether signers of Union authorization cards relied 
upon alleged misrepresentations when signing cards, and show cause 
therefor as follows: 

LT.T. Semi-Conductors, Inc. , 165 NLRB No. 98, was cited by 
the Trial Examiner as the basis for the Order to Show Cause. How- 
ever, that portion of the decision which impinges on the issue of 


alleged misrepresentation in Marie Phillips, Inc., is pure dictum. 
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In I. T. T. Semi-Conductors, Inc., the trial examiner had found 
a majority of valid cards. The Board, however, gratuitously addressed 
itself to an intimation, as the Board characterized it, by the trial 
examiner therein, that the majority status "might not be viable because 
of the solicitation of some cards upon the representation by the Union 
that it then possessed a majority."' The Board proceeded to dispel the 
trial examiner's observation and declared that his "postulate wrongly 
reflects the present state of the law." As an appendage, the Board then 
introduced an omnibus clause that purported to recite the uniform 
holding of "our cases" respecting misrepresentation of majority at 
time of solicitation and cited, inter alia, Merrill Engineering Labora- 
tories, 158 NLRB No. 107. 

Admittedly, the appendate employs ambiguous Tengen that is 
not reconcilable with the present state of the law so clearly and un- 
equivocally ennunciated in Merrill Engineering Laboratories, supra. 
But, to relitigate the issue of alleged majority misrepresentation in 
Marie Phillips, Inc., in consequence of the appendage in I. T.T. Semi- 
Conductors, Inc., is to exalt dictum in denigration of clear, decisional 
Board precedent. 


Merrill Engineering Laboratories squarely holds that such a 


misrepresentation is "immaterial in determining a union's majority 
status on the basis of signed authorization cards, and there appears 
no reason even for receiving any testimony concerning such matter" 
(emphasis supplied). In addition, the Board therein, adopting the 
language of the Court in N. L.R. B. v. Cactus Petroleum, Inc: , 355 
F. 2d 755 (C. A. 5), held that "the testimony of the signers as to their 
subjective state of mind at the time of signing did not here operate to 
overcome the effect of their overt action in signing." (emphasis 
supplied) 

Again, in Home Pride Provisions, Inc. , 161 NLRB No. 47 ftn. 


2, the Board in treating alleged misrepresentation concerning "the 
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number of other employees who had already signed" held that "Even 
if such misrepresentation had been made, we would not in the cir- 
cumstances of this case regard them as material in determining the 
validity of authorization cards" (emphasis supplied). The Board then 
cited Merrill Engineering Laboratories, Inc. , supra. 

It is respectfully submitted that Merrill Engineering Laboratories, 
Inc., is the controlling law, and that it was not overturned by I. T.T. 
Semi-Conductors, Inc., wherein it was cited along with Home Pride 
Provisions, Inc. 

Whatever significance may be ascribed to the dictum of the 
Board in I. T.T. Semi-Conductors, Inc., it cannot and does not con- 
stitute a reversal of the existing law. Such a radical departure from 
the precepts of Merrill Engineering Laboratories would certainly not 
be founded on Merrill Engineering Laboratories, for Merrill 
Engineering Laboratories is diametrically opposed to the dictum in 
I.T.T. Semi-Conductors, Inc. , and does not support the proposition 
for which it was cited. Counsel for the General Counsel is not con- 
testing the province of the Board to reshape its law but asserts that 
the Board has clearly not done so. To impute such a monumental 
reversal to the Board through the unreliable medium of dictum does not 
subserve an orderly judicial process and can only unsettle the stability 


of decisional precedent and erode the tradition of_stare decisis. 


The Trial Examiner is urged not to reopen the hearing in Marie 
Phillips, Inc. , for the purpose stated in his Order to Show Cause. 


Respectfully submitted, 


/s/ Robert C. Rosemere 


/s/ Michael R. Brown 
Counsel for the General Counsel 
National Labor Relations Board 
First Region 


Dated at Boston, Massachusetts Boston, Massachusetts 


this 16th day of October, 1967. 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 1(w) 


WESTERN UNION 
SENDING BLANK 


Call Letters _QDV STRAIGHT Charge To 1. L.G.W.U._ 


OCTOBER 19, 1967 


E. DON WILSON, ESQ. ! 
TRIAL EXAMINER 
DIVISION OF TRIAL EXAMINERS 
SAN FRANCISCO BRANCH PLEASE REPORT 
450 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE DELIVERY 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 


REP MARIE PHILLIPS, INC., CASE NO. 1-CA-5818. 


CHARGING PARTY OPPOSES REOPENING OF HEARING FOR RE- 
CEIPT OF EVIDENCE WHETHER CARD SIGNERS RELIED UPON 
ALLEGED MISREPRESENTATION OF MAJORITY WHEN SIGNING 
CARDS. : 

LT.T. SEMI-CONDUCTORS, INC., 165 NLRB NO. 98 IN WHICH THE 
BOARD SOUGHT ONLY TO RESTATE EXISTING LAW DOES NOT 
SUPPORT REOPENING OF HEARING. INLT.T. CASE, TO CORRECT 
ERRONEOUS VIEW OF TRIAL EXAMINER REGARDING EXISTING 
LAW, BOARD CITED ITS LEADING CASES OF HOME PRIDE PROVI- 
SION, INC., 161 NLRB NO. 47, NLRB V. SAGAMORE SHIRT CO., 

365 F.2d 898 (C.A.D.C., 1967) AND MERRILL ENGINEERING 
LABORATORY, 158 NLRB NO. 107, AND SOUGHT TO RESTATE, 
ALBEIT SOMEWHAT INACCURATELY, THE UNAMBIGUOUS HOLD- 
ING OF THESE CASES. THE CASES PLAINLY DECLARE THE RULE 
TO BE THAT TESTIMONY OF CARD SIGNERS AS TO THEIR SUB- 
JECTIVE STATE OF MIND WHEN SIGNING CARDS IS IMMATERIAL 
AND IT SHOULD NOT BE RECEIVED. ANY OTHER RULE IS PRO- 
DUCTIVE OF TAINTED TESTIMONY AND REWARDS THE EMPLOYER 
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WHOSE ILLEGAL BEHAVIOR COMPELLED CAPTIVE EMPLOYEES 
TO POISON THEIR TESTIMONY C.F. J. P. STEVENS & CO., INC., 
167 NLRB No. 37. 


IN MERRILL THE BOARD EXPRESSLY REJECTED TESTIMONY OF 
EMPLOYEES THAT THEY WOULD NOT HAVE SIGNED CARDS BUT 
FOR THE REPRESENTATION THAT MOST OR A MAJORITY OF THE 
EMPLOYEES HAD ALREADY SIGNED. IN SO DOING, THE BOARD, 
DEEMING SUCH TESTIMONY IMMATERIAL, ADOPTED THE UNMIS- 
TAKABLE STATEMENT OF THE RULE BY THE FIFTH CIRCUIT IN 
NLRB V. CACTUS PETROLEUM, INC., 355 F. 2d 755 (5th CIR. 

1966), AS FOLLOWS: "(THE RESPONDENT'S) POSITION IS PRE- 
MISED ON THE TESTIMONY OF FIVE (5) EMPLOYEES THAT THEY 
WOULD NOT HAVE SIGNED CARDS EXCEPT THAT THE UNION TOLD 
THEM THAT ALL OR A MAJORITY OF THE EMPLOYEES HAD SIGNED 
AUTHORIZATION CARDS. WE AGREE WITH THE BOARD'S REJEC- 
TION OF THIS TESTIMONY ON THE BASIS THAT THE TESTIMONY 
OF THE SIGNERS AS TO THEIR SUBJECTIVE STATE OF MIND AT 
THE TIME OF SIGNING DID NOT HERE OPERATE TO OVERCOME 
THE EFFECT OF THEIR OVERT ACTION IN SIGNING." ALSO, IN 
SAGAMORE SHIRT CO., SUPRA, THE D. C. CIRCUIT AFFIRMED 
THE BOARD'S CLEAR HOLDING THAT FALSE STATEMENTS TO 
CARD SIGNERS THAT A MAJORITY HAD ALREADY SIGNED CARDS 
DOES NOT VITIATE THE CARDS. "SUCH PUFFING" SAID THE 
COURT " DOES NOT VITIATE THE CARDS. . . ."" THE BOARD, 

IN HOME PRIDE PROVISIONS, INC., SUPRA, RELYING ON 
MERRILL ENGINEERING AND SAGAMORE SHIRT , FOR THE THIRD 
TIME RESTATED THE RULE THAT THE VALIDITY OF CARDS IS 
UNAFFECTED BY MISREPRESENTATIONS AS TO THE NUMBER OF 
EMPLOYEES WHO HAD ALREADY SIGNED. IT IS CLEAR BEYOND 
CAVIL THAT EXISTING LAW MAKES IRRELEVANT MISREPRESENTA- 
TIONS AS TO THE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES WHO HAVE SIGNED 
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CARDS AND THAT TESTIMONY OF THE STATE OF MIND OF CARD 
SIGNERS SHALL NOT BE RECEIVED. IT IS EQUALLY CLEAR THAT 
THE BOARD INL T.T. INTENDED ONLY TO RESTATE THIS RULE. 
ACCORDINGLY, THE HEARING SHOULD NOT BE REOPENED. 


COPIES OF THIS TELEGRAM SERVED BY MAIL UPON COUNSEL FOR 
THE GENERAL COUNSEL AND COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT 
COMPANY. 


JEROLD D. JACOBSON 
COUNSEL FOR CHARGING PARTY 


if 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 2 


SIEGEL AND WERNER 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 


49 Pearl Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06103 


March 3, 1967 


Benjamin Smith, Esq. 

National Labor Relations Board 
John F. Kennedy Federal Building 
Cambridge and New Sudbury Streets 
Boston, Massachusetts 


Re: Marie Phillips, Inc. 
Case No. 1-CA-5818 


Dear Mr. Smith: 
In accordance with your request, we are enclosing herewith a list 

of the employees in the unit for the payroll period ending January 21, 1967. 
As we have indicated, this list is being submitted solely for the purpose of 
enabling you to check the Union's numerical card strength. 

Very truly yours, 

/s/ Frederic P. Werner 
FPW:lag 


Enclosure 


CC: Joseph Sudarsky, Esq. 
Mr. Frank Rametta 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


Payroll Period Week Ending January 21, 1967 


Marie Abrams 
Joseph Aiello 
Lucia Alicata 
Palma Amara 
Sebastiana Amato 


Francois Bessettee 
Jesse Bobb 

Pauline Bologna 
Vito Boscarino 
James Bostick 


Ella Bryant 
Concetta Cambria 
Ethel Campbell 

S. Cancellieri 
Angela Casais 


Ortilia Cerejo 
Sebastiana Chimirri 
Concetta Cianci 
Millie Cianci 
Virgilio Coelho 


Giovanna Contrino 
Giuseppa Contrino 
Consiglia Corrado 
Anna Costanzo 

Willie L. DeLawrence 


Piedad Delgado 
Louis De Mauro 
Vincenzo Di Mauro 
Atilia DeRenzo 
Clara Donchak 


Lena Falconeri 

M. Famiglietti 
Rosa Famiglietti 
Rosina Famiglietti 
Rosina Farinella 


Carmela Ferreira 
Benny Fiamma 
Jennie Firetto 
Giuseppina Formica 


Aurelia Fusco 
Estelle Gallas 
Frank Garfi 
Florence Garrison 
Theresa Gentile 


Iida Giagiacomo 
Antonina Giambalvo 
Vittoria Gianni 

M. Goverdale 
Louis Greca 


Viola Green 

Ethel B. Hall 
Hollyfield Hardwick 
Jacqueline Harris 
Alverdeen Hatten | 


Elizabeth Hayes 
Mander Henderson 
Ruth Hill 

Rose Iacona 

Anna Interlandi 


Giuseppa Italia 
Betty Jackson 
Frances La Penta 
Concetta La Rocca 
Pauline Latina 


Blema Lerner 
Beulah Lynn 
Concetta Manciagli 
Angela Matarazzo 
Mazzotta 


Susie Melfi 
Alvatrice Messina 
Carolina Mobiglia 
Florence Mond 
Jannie Moore 


Marie Mozzicato | 
Jennie Orsini 

Bessie Palma 
Agata Palombizio: 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. (Cont. ) 


oe 


Payroll Period Week Ending January 21, 1967 


Frank Papa 

S. Pappalardo 
Mosella Peters 
Donata Petrella 
Mary Petriccione 


Mary Pimental 


Sebastiana Pirruccio 


Gemma Pizzola 
Ulia Police 
Contrad Ray 


John Reed 
Maria Restucci 
Concetta Rizza 
Estacio Rosiaro 
Louise Rossano 


Antionette Russo 
Antonina Saladino 
Lucia Sammartino 
Rachel Santoro 


Vina Santuccio 
Theresa Skylarsky 
Beular Smith 
Tommy Spada 
Angeline Speziale 


Vincenze Stama 
Corradina Tamaso 
Josephine Tanasi 
Rose Tedeschi 

Ida Thomas 


Nina Time 
luseppina Tiralongo 
Mary Tosi 
Marcellina Vasquenz 
Concetta Vasquez 


Nancy Vinci 
Edward Walton 
Thelma Walton 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 6 


a Piegate qui e sigillate 
CONNECTICUT LADIES’ GARMENT WORKERS’ UNION AFL-CIO 
RICHIESTA DI ASSOCIAZIONE 
Il sottosc:::to volontariamente autorizza I’'Unione della International! Ladies’ 
Garment Workers, le sue filiali e i suoi rappresentanti, di agire esclusivamente 
como mio agente e come mio rappresentante in tutti i contratti collettivi. 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 12 


} 
———— AND PASTE HERE 


CONNECTICUT LADIES’ GARMENT WORKERS’ UNON | 
ILGWU, AFL-CIO 
Application for Membership | 


I, the undersigned, hereby authorize the International Ladies’ 
Garment Workers’ Union, AFL-CIO, to represent me in all matters 
of collective bargaining with my employer. 


= el a 


iat ei, clan as ee 8 rere 


ee G Gs Bowes Feb 19 Lb 


Bute STRICTLY ae 


Gina 


Aemv S,1| 


Bx 


NOLLOZLOUd Or a: 
doys uolun 
VN 


SLING TION @ 
SADVM YWIHDIH @ 


\ seyjog Ss 


\ 


611 
GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 73 


CONNECTICUT LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS' UNION 
International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union 
12 ORANGE STREET 
NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT 06510 


January 19, 1967 


Marie Phillips, Inc. 
20 Chestnut Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 


ATTENTION: Mr. Frank Rametta 
Gentlemen: 


Local 153, International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union, AFL- 
CIO, represents a majority of the workers excluding office clerical 
workers at your plant located at 20 Chestnut Street, Hartford, Con- 
necticut and cutting room at the corner of Walnut and Chestnut Streets, 
Hartford, Connecticut. 


We are prepared to demonstrate this majority by a card count 
checking names against the names of workers appearing on your payroll 
records or W-4 forms. 


This check can be conducted by an impartial agency or party such 
as the State Labor Relations Board, the State Arbitration and 
Mediation Service, the Federal Madiation and Conciliation Service, a 
similarly constituted agency or any mutually acceptable impartial 
third party. | 


Very truly yours, 


/s/ Bert Cooper 
Manager 
Connecticut Ladies' 
Garment Workers' 
Union 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 74 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
DRESSES FOR THE JUNIOR MISS 
1400 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK 18, N. Y. 
January 24, 1967 
Connecticut Ladies’ Garment Workers' Union 
12 Orange Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 06510 
ATTENTION: BERT COOPER, MANAGER 


Gentlemen: 


In reply to your letter of January 19, 1967, we doubt that a majority of 


our employees desire to be represented by your Union, and, to preserve 
our employees' free choice and true wishes, you may file a petition with 
National Labor Relations Board for an election, if you so desire, to 
determine the issue of representation. 


Very truly yours, 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Frank Rametta 
President 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 77 


STIPULATION 


In the event the General Counsel's Motion to re-open Case No. 
1-CA-5818 for the purpose of consolidating therewith Case No. 1-CA- 
6060 is granted by the Trial Examiner, it is hereby agreed that the 
following Stipulations be included in the record of the consolidated 
cases: 
1. That the following named employees of the ee 
engaged in a strike against the Respondent on or about February 1, 
1967 and continued to strike until they applied to the Respondent, on 
the dates indicated alongside their names, for reinstatement to their 
employment: | 


Joseph Aiello July 24, 1967 
Francois Bessette July 24, 1967 | 


Virgilio Coelho July 24, 1967 

Benny Fiamma July 24, 1967 

Frank Papa July 24, 1967 

Thomas Spada July 24, 1967 

Louis Greca August ‘10, 1967 

2. That Exhibit A attached hereto is identical in form to the 
letters sent by each of the above employees to the Respondent on the 
date indicated above. | 

3. That Exhibits B, 1-7 attached hereto are identical in 
form to the letters sent to each of the above employees ae the Re- 
spondent on the dates indicated on the letters. 

4, That these Stipulations are entered into by Respondent 
without prejudice to Respondent's right expressly reserved herein to 
raise any and all appropriate defenses at any compliance state if 
and when reached in the consolidated cases herein. : 


/s/ Joseph S. Sudarsky /s/ Robert C. Rosemere 
Counsel for Respondent Counsel for the General Counsel 
Dated at Boston, Massachusetts this 

1st day of November, 1967 


EXHIBIT A 


Marie Phillips, Inc. 
20 Chestnut Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06120 


ATTENTION: Mr. Frank Rametta, President 


gE am an employee of Marie Phillips, 
Inc. Ihave been on strike in protest against the firm's unfair labor 
practices. 

I hereby unconditionally offer to immediately return to work. 

Please notify me by return mail if this offer is accepted, and when 


I should return to work. 


Very truly yours, 


| 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


1400 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10018 


July 27, 1967 


Joseph Aiello 
131 Seymour St. 
New Britain, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Aiello: 

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 24, 1967, 
advising us of your request to return to work at the company. This 
is to inform you that during the course of the strike, we obtained 
some permanent replacements in the cutting department and made 
changes which eliminated certain jobs there. Under the circumstances, 
therefore, we must decline your request for reinstatement. 


Very truly yours, 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Frank Rametta 


EXHIBIT B-2 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
1400 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10018 


July 27, 1967 


Francois Bessette 
238 Sigourney St. 
Hartford, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Bessette: 


This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 24, 1967, 
advising us of your request to return to work at the company. This 


is to inform you that during the course of the strike, we obtained 
some permanent replacements in the cutting department and made 
changes which eliminated certain jobs there. Under the circum- 
stances, therefore, we' must decline your request for reinstatement. 
Very truly yours, 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Frank Rametta 


EXHIBIT B-3 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


1400 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10018 


July 27, 1967 


Virgilio Coelho 
724 Park St. 
Hartford, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Coelho: 


This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 24, 1967, 
advising us of your request to return to work at the company. This 
is to inform you that during the course of the strike, we obtained | 
some permanent replacements in the cutting department and made | 
changes which eliminated certain jobs there. Under the circum- 
stances, therefore, we must decline your request for reinstatement. 


Very truly yours, 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Frank Rametta 


EXHIBIT B-4 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
1400 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10018 


July 27, 1967 


Benny Fiamma 
115 Standish St. 
Hartford, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Fiamma: 


This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 24, 1967, 
advising us of your request to return to work at the company. This 


is to inform you that during the course of the strike, we obtained 
some permanent replacements in the cutting department and made 
changes which eliminated certain jobs there. Under the circum- 
stances, therefore, we must decline your request for reinstatement. 


Very truly yours, 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Frank Rametta 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


1400 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10018 


July 27, 1967 


Frank Papa 
55 Brown St. 
Hartford, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Papa: 


This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 24, 1967, 
advising us of your request to return to work at the company. This 
is to inform you that during the course of the strike, we obtained 
some permanent replacements in the cutting department and made | 
changes which eliminated certain jobs there. Under the circum- 
stances, therefore, we must decline your request for reinstatement. 


Very truly yours, 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Frank Rametta 


EXHIBIT B-6 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


1400 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10018 


July 27, 1967 
Thomas Spada 


88 Henderson Dr. 
East Hartford, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Spada: 


This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 24, 1967, 
advising us of your request to return to work at the company. This 
is to inform you that during the course of the strike, we obtained 
some permanent replacements in the cutting department and made 
changes which eliminated certain jobs there. Under the circum- 
stances, therefore, we must decline your request for reinstatement. 


Very truly yours, 
MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Frank Rametta 


EXHIBIT B-7 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


1400 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10018 


August 11, 1967 


Louis Greca 
102 Campfield Avenue 
Hartford, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Greca: 


This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of August 10, 1967, 
advising us of your request to return to work at the company. This 
is to inform you that during the course of the strike, we obtained | 
some permanent replacements in the cutting department and made | 
changes which eliminated certain jobs there. Under the circum- 
stances, therefore, we must decline your request for reinstatement. 


Very truly yours, 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


/s/ Frank Rametta 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
DIVISION OF TRIAL EXAMINERS 
BRANCH OFFICE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 


and Case Nos. 1-CA-5818 
1-CA-6060 
LOCAL 153, INTERNATIONAL LADIES' 
GARMENT WORKERS' UNION, AFL-CIO 


Robert C. Rosemere and Michael 
Brown, Esqs., of Boston, Mass. 
for the General Counsel. 


Joseph Sudarsky and Jay S. Siegel, 
Esqs., of Hartford, Conn., for 


Respondent. 


Jerold D. Jacobson, Esq., of New 
York, N.Y., for the Charging 


Party. 
TRIAL EXAMINER'S DECISION 
Statement of the Case 


E. DON WILSON, Trial Examiner: The charge in 1-CA-5818 
was filed on February 10, 1967, by Local 153, International Ladies’ 
Garment Workers' Union, AFL-CIO, herein the Union. Upon this 
charge, the General Counsel of the National Labor Relations Board, 
herein the Board, issued a complaint and notice of hearing dated 
March 30, 1967, alleging that Marie Phillips, Inc., herein Respond- 
ent, had violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the National Labor Re- 
lations Act, herein the Act. At the hearing herein, the complaint 
was amended on May 11, 1967, to allege a violation of Section 8(a)(3) 
and (1) of the Act by the discharge of an employee. 

Pursuant to due notice, a hearing in this matter was held be- 


fore me at Hartford, Connecticut, on various dates between May 9, 
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1967 and June 27, 1967, on which latter date the hearing was closed. 
Subsequent to the close of the hearing, the Board decided I. T. T. 
Semi-Conductors, Inc., 165 NLRB No. 98, which occasioned me to 
reopen the record for the purpose of receiving evidence on the 
question of whether certain card signers had relied upon alleged 
misrepresentations by union solicitors. Also, on October 23, 1967, 
General Counsel, on the basis of a charge filed by the Union in 
Case 1-CA16060 on August 25, 1967, moved to reopen the hearing, 
consolidate cases and amend his complaint so as to allege further 
violations of Section 8(a)(1)(3) and (5). On November 2, this motion 
was granted over Respondent's opposition. 

Pursuant to due notice the reopened hearing was held before 
me on November 8 and 9, 1967, at Wethersfield, Connecticut. At 
the original and reopened hearing, the parties fully participated. 
Briefs and supplemental briefs and memorandum letters have been 
received from General Counsel and Respondent and memorandum 


letters have been received from the Union. All have been considered. 


Upon the entire record l in the case and from my observation 


of the witnesses, I make the following: 


Findings of Fact 
I. Respondent's Business 

At all times material Respondent has been a Connecticut 
corporation with its principal office and place of business located 
in Hartford, Connecticut, where it has been engaged in the manu- 
facture, sale, and distribution of women's dresses and related 
products. Annually Respondent ships dresses valued in excess of 
$50, 000 from its Hartford plant directly to points outside the State 
of Connecticut. At all material times Respondent has been engaged 
in commerce within the meaning of the Act. 


1 The motion to correct the Transcript is granted. 
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Il. The Labor Organization 
At all material times the Union has been a labor organiza- 
tion within the meaning of the Act. 


I. The Unfair Labor Practices 
A. The Issues 


1) Did several representatives of Respondent interfere 
with, restrain, and coerce employees by a variety of conduct in- 
cluding interrogation, threats of plant closing and loss of overtime, 
offers and grants of increased benefits if the Union were rejected, 
threats of loss of employment and benefits; 2) Did Respondent 
discharge an employee because of her union activities; 3) Did 
Respondent unlawfully refuse to bargain with the Union; and 4) 

Was there an unfair labor practice strike and are various strikers 
entitled to reinstatement and backpay ? 


B. Background 


Respondent's is a family business, the principal stockholders 
being Frank Rametta, president, and his close relative, Minnie 
Pricone, vice president. They have been engaged in the dress 
manufacturing business for over 35 years. Each is 73 years of 
age. As Respondent points out in its brief, many of the employees 
are of "foreign extraction" and quite friendly with management. 

In September 1966, 2/ the Union began an organizing campaign 
among Respondent's employees. 


C. The Request to Bargain 
On January 19, orally and by letter the Union demanded of 


Rametta that Respondent recognize the Union as bargaining 


2/ Hereinafter the last 6 months of the year refer to 1966 and 
the first 6 months of the year refer to 1967, unless otherwise 
stated. 
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representative of Respondent's employees. The Union offered to 
prove its majority "through an impartial card count." On J anuary 
23, Rametta told the union representative, Cooper, that he didn't 
believe the Union represented his employees and declined to.re- 
cognize the Union. On January 25, the Union again demanded 
recognition. Recognition was again refused. It is clear from the 
record that the Union was demanding bargaining and Respondent 
refused to bargain. | 


D. _Appropriate Unit 


While there are questions as to the inclusion or exclusion 


of particular employees within the unit, I find based upon the entire 


record, that an appropriate unit is: 

All employees of Respondent employed at its Hartford 
plant, excluding office clerical employees, guards, ne 
fessional employees and supervisors. 

The above unit amounts to a production and maintenance unit. 
The Board has found that in this industry such a unit is an appropriate 
one. 3/ : 
In evidence is a payroll list of all employees for the pay period 
ending January 21, and no employees were added to or taken off 
this list between January 19 and February 7. There are 115 names 
on the list. It was stipulated that two employees, Delgado and 


Garfi, were incorrectly on the list, reducing the number of. em- 
ployees to 113. General Counsel would eliminate and Respondent 
would retain 7 other employees whose names are on the list, 
Mozzicato, Vasques, Vinci, Scolowski, Jackson, Smith and Thelma 
Walton. Respondent would eliminate from and General Counsel 
would retain on the list the cutters, Aiello, Bessette, Coelho, 
DeMauro, Fiamma, Greca, Famiglietti, Papa and Spada. 


3/7 Dove Manufacturing Co., 128 NLRB 778. 
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Respondent would also eliminate from the list and General Counsel 
would retain on the list two IBM operators, Green and Harris. 


1. Social security recipients 

Mozzicato, Vinci, and Vasques have each been employed by 
Respondent for over 20 years as operators. Each draws a social 
security pension. They limit their earnings so as not to decrease 
their full social security benefits. When they have earned $1,500 
in a year, Respondent so informs them and they stop working for 
the balance of the year. In light of their special employment status, 
they do not have sufficient community of interest with regular pro- 
duction and maintenance employees to warrant their inclusion in 


4/ 


the unit. I exclude them. 


2. Theresa Scolowski 
Scolowski last worked the week ending December 31. Re- 
spondent has been unable to locate her although it has tried. Since 
December she simply has not shown up for work. Respondent 
does not know why. ‘I find that as of January 19 and thereafter, 
she was not an employee and she is not included in the unit. 


3. Beulah Smith 

Smith last worked the week ending August 20 until she 
returned to work about May 20 during the course of the hearing. 
She had left because of pregnancy and she had an understanding 
with Respondent that she would return to work when she was ready. 
Her insurance was cancelled by Respondent while she was off 
work but such cancellation is automatic in pregnancy cases until 
they return to work. The record does not reveal when Smith had 
her child but it was probably about a month before November 21 
when her insurance was cancelled. I find she was on pregnancy 


4 Taunton Supply Corp., 137 NLRB 221, 223; Horn & Hardart 
Company, 147 NLRB 654, 659. 
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leave between January 19 and February 7 and should be included 
in the unit. 


4. Thelma Walton 
Thelma Walton left Respondent's employ a "couple of years" 


before the hearing. She said she didn't feel well. She received 

no earnings in 1966. Respondent carried her on the payroll for 
about a year. She returned to the employ of Respondent about May 
15. Ido not consider that she was on leave of absence or sick leave 
from January 19 to February 7. I find her employment had ceased. 
She is not included in the unit. There was no continuing employer- 
employee relationship. 


5. Betty Jackson 

Jackson left because of pregnancy on April 9, 1966. As 
of the dates of the hearing, she had not returned to work. Re- 
spondent claims it holds a job open for a couple of years in case of 
pregnancy but I find this is too loose an arrangement to constitute 
a continuing employer-employee relationship. J ackson's insurance 
was cancelled in December. I find she was not an employee as of 
January 19 to February 7 and she should not be included in the unit. 


6. The cutters 

There were nine cutters as previously indicated. During 
the period in question the cutters were temporarily in a building 
separate from but adjacent to the building housing the rest of the 
employees. By October 1967, all employees including cutters 
were to be in the one building. The cutters have their own super- 
visor who does not supervise other employees. The cutters do not 
customarily do any work but cutting. Since the cutters constitute 
a craft they might constitute a separate unit. But here, no labor 
organization seeks to represent them apart from the production 


and maintenance employees. While temporarily housed in a separate 
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building they are part and parcel of a single operation. The Union 
seeks to represent the cutters as part of the production and main- 
tenance unit and the cutters and other employees "may also con- 
stitute a single bargaining unit. 5/ 

The cutters are included in the unit. 


7. The IBM operators 

There are two IBM operators. They work in the shipping 
department in an area partially partitioned by their IBM machines 
and filing cabinets. The man who fills an order in the shipping 
department places an IBM number on the rack with the garments and 
pushes the rack over to the IBM operators who are located right 
next to where they pick the dresses. The IBM operator goes to the 
rack and pulls the IBM folder which is on the first garment of the 
order. She checks the IBM folder and then counts the number of 
dresses in the order to insure that the number in the folder is 
accurate. She then prepares invoices with the use of a typewriter 
and IBM machine. She hangs the invoices back on the order. A 
shipping department employee picks up the order and double checks 
to see that the girls used the right cards and that the order and 
invoice are correct. This employee then wheels the order over to 
packing which is part of the shipping department. The IBM folders 
remain in the shipping department. When the girls count the number 
of dresses on the rack and in an order they do so by hand. In 
preparing the invoices most of the work is done by the IBM machine 
and the balance by typing. Respondent's payroll records list the 
IBM operators as being in the shipping department. 

The IBM operators needed to meet certain minimal educa- 
tional requirements and in the event one was away from work other 
employees were not qualified to substitute for her. These girls 


3/ K.W.B. Manufacturing Company, 106 NLRB 1305, 1306. 
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took no dictation and their clerical work was limited to the typing 
on the invoices and operation of the IBM machines. There are no 
other alleged clerical employees. | 

I find these girls had more of a community of interest with 
the shipping department employees than did the IBM typists 
who worked in partitioned offices in Newark Electronics Co. , Inc., 
131 NLRB 553, cited by Respondent. I find, contrary to Respond- 
ent's contention that the IBM operators are office clericals, that 


they are plant clericals and therefore included in the unit. | 


8. Total number of employees in unit | 
As of January 19 to February 7, having eliminated 8 em- 
ployees from the list of 115 employees, I find there were 107 


employees in the appropriate unit. | 
| 


E. Majority 
General Counsel contends that though the Union made its 
last bargaining demand on January 25, such demand was continuing 
at least until February 7, when the Union struck because of 
Respondent's refusal to bargain and other unfair labor practices. 
In the circumstances of this case, I find that the Union by its 
oft repeated demands for recognition was repeating such demand 
when it struck on February 7. Respondent refused to comply with 
such request. There had already been refusals to bargain follow- 
ing clear requests to bargain. The strike was an attempt 1 to 
enforce the requests. As of the time of the strike on February q, 
a further expressed request to bargain "would have been a vain 
and useless formality." .& : 
General Counsel has introduced into evidence 69 authori- 
zation cards signed or marked by employees or in one instance, 


87 gcobell Chemical Co. v._N.L.R.B., 267 F.2d 922, 925. 
| 


630 


by agent, within the unit. By these signed cards, each signer 
authorized the Union "to represent me in all matters of collective 
bargaining with my employer" (Respondent). Some of these 69 
cards were printed in Italian and contained substantially the same 
authorization. The authorizations are unambiguous. Fifty-four 


employees constituted a majority. 


1. Strictly confidential or secret 

Each English written card is marked in plain words, "Strictly 
Confidential. '' The Italian written cards have a substantially 
equivalent marking in Italian. 

Respondent contends that no cards obtained by union solicitors 
should be considered because, since the cards were marked "secret," 
the solicitors were not competent witnesses. Respondent insists 
that only the signers were competent witnesses. Respondent claims 
that no signer released a solicitor from the "secrecy" agency. 

Here, assuming an agency relationship, "An agent is privileged 
to reveal information confidentially acquired by him in the course 
of his agency in the protection of a supervisor interest." 

Here the effectuation of the purposes of the Act requires the 
disclosure of the names of the signators. The interests of the 
United States require this disclosure. These cards, including their 
signatures, were relevant to material matters before an agency 
of the United States. There is a paramount public policy of allowing 
unrestricted inquiry.’ There is here no such relationship as 
attorney-client or doctor-patient. Here the cards are unambiguous 
and clear. There was no fraud as to the purposes of a card. 

In N. L. R. B. ‘v. Consolidated Rendering Company, U.S.C.A. 
2d, decided December 11, 1967, the Court held, "Three cards 
were challenged on the ground that the signers had been told that the 


v/ Restatement of Agency 2d, Section 395, Comment f. 
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cards would not be shown to anyone. The Board argues that this 
does not detract from the reliability of the cards so as to justify 
their invalidation. We agree. Compare N. L.R.B. v. Southbridge 
Sheet Metal Works, Inc., 380 F.2d 851, 856 (1st Cir. 1967). Wy 


The "secret" notations on these cards did not make the 


witnesses incompetent as to their testimony identifying the signatures. 


2. Alleged misrepresentations as 
to majority signing 


Twenty-six employees 8 testified that they signed cards in 
reliance on alleged misrepresentations that a majority or most 
or 95 percent, or such, had already signed cards for the Union. 
Respondent urges that the cards are therefore invalid. Much of 
this testimony was denied by union solicitors. Some of the repre- 
sentations were allegedly made by fellow employees and General 
Counsel contends that the Union would not be responsible for such 
alleged misrepresentations because fellow employees were not 
agents of the Union. I do not resolve the credibility issues nor 
pass upon any agency theory. There is no suggestion that any 
employees were coerced by the alleged misrepresentations into 
signing cards. No threats were addressed to any card signer. 
Assuming, arguendo, there were reliances upon such false state- 
ments, "Such puffing does not vitiate the cards... ." 2/ | 


| 

% Concetta Rizza, Concetta Manciaglia, Josephine Tanasi, 
Elizabeth Hayes, Angeline Speziale, Mary Tosi, Ruth Hill, 
Marcellina Vasquez, Ida Thomas, Ethel Hall, Atilia DeRenzo, 
Lucia Sammartino, Theresa Gentile, Hollyfield Hardwick, 
Ortilla Cerejo, Guissepia Italia, Anna Interlandi, Mary 
Pettricione, Giuseppina Tiralongs, Giuseppima Formica, Willie 
DeLawrence, Ethel Campbell, Mander Henderson, Louise 
Rossano, Angelo Casais, Salvaticia Cancellieri. | 


Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America (Sagamore Shirt 
Co. ), 365 F. 2d 898, 906-7 (C.A.D.C. 1966). 
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The Board in I.T.T. Semi-Conductors, Inc. , 165 NLRB 
No. 98, indicated that 'a card would be rendered invalid upon proof 
that it would not have been subscribed but for the erroneous repre~ 
sentation that a majority had signed cards. This decision occasioned 
me to reopen the record in this case to receive further evidence. 
Since the I. T. T. decision the Board has decided G & A Truck Line, 
Inc., 168 NLRB No. 106, holding clearly that misrepresentations 
as to majority, "are immaterial in determining the validity of 
authorization cards, even when signed in reliance thereon."" The 
Board continued, holding, "Such statements are harmless salestalk 
or puffing, which do not operate 'to overcome the effect of... 
/the employees/ overt action in signing.’ The Board in this case 
cited appropriate precedents. 

The wording on the cards was unambiguous. An employee's 
subjective state of mind as revealed months later should not negate 
the clear statement of the card as to bargaining representative 
choice. The subjective intent does not vitiate the act of signing a 
card. 

"We agree with the Board's rejection of this testimony 
on the basis that the testimony of the signers as to their 
subjective state of mind at the time of signing did not here 
operate to overcome the effect of their overt action in 
signing." 


10/7. Cf. N.L.R.B-' v. Rohstein, 266 F.2d 407; N. L. R. B. v- 
Dan Howard Mfg. Co., decided January 12, 1968, U.S.C. A. 


Seventh Circuit; N. L.R. B. v. United Mineral & Chemical 
Corporation, decided January 16, 1968, U.S.C.A. Second 
Circuit. 


11/ Gary steel Products Corp., 144 NLRB 1160. 
12/ N.L.R.B. v- Cactus Petroleum, Inc. , 355 F. 2d 755 (C.A.5). 
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I find testimony as to signing cards in reliance on state- 
ments that a majority or more of employees had signed cards is 
speculative and subjective at best and clearly irrelevant and 
immaterial. Such cards are to be counted as evidence of majority 
status should such be the only evidence offered to vitiate them. 


3. Alleged misrepresentations that Louis ! 

DeMauro had signed a card for the Union 
DeMaruo never signed a card. Twocard signers, 3 
testified that they signed after they were told DeMauro had signed 
a card. As Respondent contends in its brief, DeMauro is one of the 
oldest employees of Respondent and is highly regarded by employees. 
Assuming, arguendo, that misrepresentations as to DeMauro were 
made, they would be immaterial as mere salestalk or puffing easily 
checked out by any employee. Any employee could have asked DeMauro 
for the facts as to his signing, if interested therein. If such repre- 
sentations were made, they did not invalidate the cards. | 

4. Alleged harassment by 
union solicitors 
Three employees 14/ testified that one of the reasons they 

signed cards was because the Union harassed them into signing. 
The substance of the testimony does not reveal more than repeated 
importuning to sign a card sometimes by telephone calls at night. 
Assuming, arguendo, the truth of the testimony, it is immaterial. 
There is clearly no evidence of coercion. Such evidence does not 


invalidate the cards. 
5. Alleged ignorance of purpose 
of the card 
Employee Ruth Hill testified she did not know what the 
card was for when she signed it. Her testimony reveals that a week 
earlier she had been handed a card and told it was for the Union. 


5 eee : 
13/ Theresa Gentile and Hollyfield Hardwick. 


14/ Elizabeth B. Hayes, Angeline Speziale and Atilia DeRenzo. 
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She asked the man who gave her the instant card, "what was every- 
body signing it for - the Union?" He replied, "Yes." She testified 
she asked this man "about the cards that were going around for the 
Union."' She asked the man "about signing for the Union for cards." 
I find Hill knew what she was signing. 

Angela Casais testified she did not realize she was signing 
a card for the Union. The card was in English and she neither reads 
nor speaks English. However, she testified her daughter and 16 
year old granddaughter told her before she signed, that the card was 
about the Union "and it was a benefit for the others." She was told 
the card was a benefit "for the workers." I find she knew she was 
signing a card for the Union for the benefit of her fellow employees. 
The card is valid as is that of Hill. 

6. Concluding findings as 
to majority 
Respondent, in its brief, has attacked 26 cards of employees 


on the grounds above stated in addition to the attack on all cards 


because of Secret. I find no merit to these attacks and find that 
from January 19 to February 7, the Union had valid cards from 69 
of the 107 employees in the appropriate unit. 


F. Violations of Section 8(a)(1) 


I find Union Representative Arthur Appell was an honest 
witness. Respondent strongly attacks the credibility of Appell in 
its brief but after a careful study of the entire record including the 
most extensive cross-examination of Appell, Iam convinced that he 
was an intelligent witness who testified truthfully. His demeanor 
impressed me favorably. 

Appell testified that union organization began on September 6, 
when he distributed leaflets to Respondent's employees in front of 
Respondent's plant. He handed a leaflet to Minnie Pricone, one of 
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Respondent's two owners, who took it into the plant. I find that 
Respondent was aware of union activity at its plant as early as 
September 6. | 


/Violations before January 19/ 
1. Virgilio Coelho 

At the time Coelho testified he was on strike. He impressed 
me as a reliable witness. In early November, Frank Rametta, 
Respondent's president, spoke to Coelho in Rametta's office. Minnie 
Pricone was present. Rametta told him the boys were trying to put 
the Union inthe shop. Rametta then said, "You're a good boy and 
I'm going to give you a 25 cents raise."' Then he said, "I just don't 
care about the Union. Don't sign any papers and I will see you later." 
The next week he received a 25 cents raise. During the conversation 
with Rametta, Rametta said DeMauro would speak to Coelho about 
the Union. Coelho indicated in his testimony that around the time 
he received the raise he had more responsibility on his machine. 
However, Rametta's statements to Coelho make clear that a basis 
for his raise was his hoped for rejection of the Union. I find Re- 
spondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by promising Coelho a 
raise and giving him one conditioned on not signing with the Union. 


2. Theresa Gentile 

Theresa Gentile has been an employee of Respondent for 22 
years. Early in November she spoke to Rametta and Minnie Pricone 
about the Union. They asked her, in their office, if she had signed 
for the Union. She said she had. Mrs. Pricone said she didn't like 
the idea because having been with the Company for so many years 
Gentile was just like one of the family. Rametta said they didn't 
want the Union in the shop. It was about this point in her testimony 
that Gentile volunteered that she wished she had never signed a union 


card and would rip it up if she had it. She said she got no peace in 
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her house or inthe shop. Rametta indicated to her that if the plant 
went Union the employees would not make as much money. Rametta 
added that he never wanted to see the Union in the shop and "would 
close the shop first béfore he would let the Union in." He said that 

if the Union came in, the shop wouldn't be the same, the hours of 
work weuld be less and they would not be shifted from job to job but 
rather would be sent home if there was no work. They had always 
worked a 40-hour week. In the middle of November, Rametta dis- 
cussed a pay raise with Gentile. He told her if she wanted anything 
just to come to him. If she hada problem he would take care of her. 
Two to four weeks later she received a pay increase. Rametta 
denies a conversation with Gentile about the Union. Gentile, at the 
time she testified, was most antiunion. She wanted to destroy her 
card. She testified in the presence of Rametta and his two very able 
attorneys and possibly before Sal Malluzzo who was usually present 
at the hearing. She was a most reluctant witness for the General 
Counsel, who had to refresh her recollection from her pretrial 
affidavit. She obviously testified truthfully against Respondent's 
interests which she showed by her testimony were akin to hers. 
Rametta was present at these lengthy proceedings "from morning to 
night.'’ I distinctly do not credit Rametta's testimony. Most of his 
testimony on direct examination came from leading questions although 
I continually admonished against this, until it became pointless. In 
some instances he didn't recall conversations he had with employees. 
He admitted he told Benny Fiamma that he'd "be sorry by doing all 
these things here because you know my position. ny 15/ He asked Fiamma 
not to make it harder for him because he was 74 years old. Rametta 
was perfectly able to reply to nonleading questions as evidenced by 
his frequent volunteered answers. Rametta deeply loves his shop 
and believes his employees should reciprocate. He and other em- 


ployees have been working there 35 years. He could not recall 


i, "These things" obviously referred to Fiamma's union activities, 
Fiamma was very active in union organization. 
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conversations with employee Spada about wage increases. He did 
recall that he told his assembled employees they should not have 

a bunch of New York guys 16/ come in and tell him what to do. He 
went to employee John Reed who had worked for him for 22: years 
and asked him to find out who had gotten the Union going and what 
was going on. He asked Reed what he thought of the union situation. 
He told Reed, who was negro, to "See some of your people in pack- 
ing." All the packing employees were negroes. Reed reported to 


Rametta that only two packing employees had signed cards out of 


16 or 17 employees he had interrogated. 

I credit the testimony of Gentile in these respects. Respondent 
violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by Rametta's statements that the 
employees would not make as much money if the plant went Union, 
that he would close the shop before he would let the Union in, that 
the shop wouldn't be the same if the Union came in, they would 
work less hours and would be sent home rather than shifted from 
job to job. Respondent also violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by 
promising and granting a wage increase to Gentile for the purpose 


of discourgaing her union activities. 


3. Thomas Spada 

Thomas Spads had been an employee of nasnonasant for 12 
years and was on strike when he testified. He impressed me as an 
honest witness. On January 12, he had a conversation with Rametta 
in the latter's office. Rametta asked him how many children he 
had and he said three. Rametta suggested he could use more money 
and Spada agreed. Rametta said he'd find a little extra an his pay 
envelope the next week. Rametta added that he had heard the boys 
were signing union cards. Rametta continued, saying that as long 
as he lived there would be no Union in the shop and nobody would 
tell him how to run his place. He said that if a union got in they 


16, Testified to by General Counsel's witness as Jews. | 
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would work only a 35-hour week and the employees would end up 
losing money. As Spada was leaving Rametta asked him to talk to 
the boys and see what he could do. In the conversation Rametta 
said that if the Union got in, all the women would be out of a job 
and he would subcontract the work. He said that if the Union came in 
he would get two more cutters to cut down on overtime. Rametta 
finally asked Spada to talk to the boys and see what he could do and 
tole him he would take care of him as long as he was a good boy. 
Rametta said there would be a raise the next week. Spada did not 
get the raise. 

I find Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by Rametta's 
promise of a raise to Spada if he would drop the Union and by 
threatening detriments to employees if they chose the Union. 


4, Antonia Salidino 
Salidino truthfully testified that Minnie Pricone asked her in 
November, whether she had signed a card for the Union. 1i/ This 


interrogation violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. 


/Violations after January 19/ 

On January 19 and 20, Rametta gave talks to his assembled 
employees, the first in Italian, the second in English. I find in- 
sufficient credible evidence that Rametta violated Section 8(a)(1) 
in either speech. He did, however, tell the employees that if they 
did not want to talk to him they could talk to Sal Malluzzo, Sal 
Pricone, Frank Garfi, or John Reed. This was in the context of 
talk about the Union. 


1. John Reed 
Reed is not a supervisory employee. He was an employee 
with 26 years service for Respondent. 


1 Mrs. Pricone did not testify because of a physical and 
emotional condition as evidenced by a Doctor's certificate. 
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Shortly after receiving the Union's first demand for recognition, 
Rametta called Reed into the office. Rametta told Reed he had heard 
the shop was 90 percent Union and he wanted Reed to verify the facts 
in the shipping department. Reed then interrogated employees in the 
shipping department and two cutters and some pressing department 
employees. Considering Reed's demeanor I am convinced he testified 
with considerable prejudice on behalf of Respmdent. I find from all 
the evidence that he interrogated more employees than he admitted. 
He admitted telling some employees that if the Union came in and 
there was no work in their department, they would lose time. 
Customarily, they always worked a 40-hour week. | 

Florence Mond credibly testified that Reed told her not to sign 
a card after she denied signing one, adding that if she signed "they" 
would find out. Reed then spoke to the rest of the pressers. 

Mozella Peters credibly testified that after she denied signing 
a card in response to Reed's interrogation, Reed told her to stay 
away from the Union and Rametta would take care of her. Peters 
then received a raise of 15 cents an hour. This may have been to 
bring her up to the new Federal minimum wage. However, the next 
week, Reed asked her if Rametta had not taken care of her as he said 
he would. 

Reed's widespread interrogations had no safeguards | to detract 
from their coercive nature and were in some instances ace¢ompained 
by threats and promises of benefits. This was after Rametta told the 
employees to talk to Reed about the Union. I find it clear that Reed 
was an agent of Respondent in this activity which violated Section 
8(a)(1) of the Act. | 


2. James Bostick 


Bostick was an employee of Respondent for 3- 1/2 years. He 


appeared to me to be a reluctant but most honest witness for the 
General Counsel. Around January 19, Reed asked Bostick if he 
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had signed a card. When Bostick said he had, Reed wrote on a pad 
and then went into Rametta's office. A short time later Rametta 
came to Bostick and asked him if he had signed a card. Bostick 
admitted he had. Rametta said if anyone had told him Bostick had 
signed a card he would have spit in his eye because Bostick was like 
a son. Rametta told him Supervisor Garfi was on his way out and 
Bostick was going to take over the shipping department. Rametta 
told Bostick he would be sorry if he went with the Union. Rametta 
left and about 15 minutes later he returned and told Bostick his pay- 
check would be heavier on Friday. He asked Bostick to find out 
from another employee, Lynn, why she had signed a union card as 
reported by Reed, and Bostick agreed to doso. After the conver- 
sation, Bostick received a 10-cent raise. 

By Rametta's conduct with respect to Bostick as herein found, 
Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. 


3. Edward Walton 

Walton was employed by Respondent for about 9 years when 
he testified. I credit his testimony. In January Reed asked Walton 
if he had signed a union card and Walton replied it was not of Reed's 
business. Shortly thereafter, Rametta came to Walton and asked 
him if he had signed a union card. Walton said he had. Rametta 
asked him why and Walton said he was just going along with the boys. 
About January 23, Rametta asked Walton if he was going to be with 
him and Walton said he'd have to wait and see. I find Walton's 
testimony inconclusive as to whether Rametta's giving him some 
shirts had anything to do with union activity. 

Reed's and Rametta's interrogations of Walton provided no 
safeguards, and they were coercive, in violation of Section 8(a) 
(1) of the Act. 


4. Aurelia Fusco 


Fusco appeared to me to be an honest witness. She was an 
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employee of Respondent when she testified and had been for 4-1/ 2 


years. On January 20 Supervisor Sal Pricone asked her if it were 

true that she had signed for the Union. She said she hadn't, though 
she had. He reminded her of past failings and told her "you would 

have something to lose if you did sign to get the Union in." By his 

interrogation and threat, Pricone on behalf of Respondent, violated 
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. | 


5. Famiglietti and Fiamma 

These employees mutually corroborated each other and Ido 
not credit Rametta's testimony where it contradicts theirs. | Each 
impressed me as a reliable witness. About January 26, in front of 
the entrance to the plant, Rametta spoke to Famiglietti, Fiamma and 
Bostick. Rametta asked Fiamma if he was still working hard for the 
Union. When Fiamma gave a defensive answer, Rametta told Fiamma 
he was going to lose. He said they didn't need the Union and he could 
take care of them. He said that instead of paying union dues they 
could have their own plant insurance. He said he was 13 years old 
and didn't need the shop, so he could close it up, he could subcontract 
all but the shipping room. He told them that if they wanted ito be 
happier in the cutting room he could change the head of the shipping 
department. He said the men were going to be hurt and a lot of 
innocent people would be hurt, too. By Rametta's threats and 
promises to Famiglietti, Fiamma and Bostick, Respondent violated 
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. | 


G. Discharge of Concetta Cambria 
Cambria was employed by Respondent for at least 14 years. 
Her demeanor impressed me favorably. She testified about her dis- 
charge over the telephone by Vice President Minnie Pricone. As 
previously noted, Minnie Pricone did not testify. On the night of 
May 10, .the day the hearing in this matter opened, Mrs. Pricone 
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called Cambria, aS was 4 not unusual practice. They had been 
friends for years. Mrs. Pricone said she never expected Cambria 
to join the Union since they had been friendly. Cambria said she 
had joined the Union. Mrs. Pricone wanted to know if Cambria had 
anything against Respondent. Cambria said she did not. Mrs. 
Pricone then said, "You know, in doing that, you know you lost 
your job. You lost the insurance. She said Cambria had lost her 
job because she had joined the Union. 

I have not the slightest doubt that Mrs. Pricone discharged 
Cambria because of her union activities. 

Cambria was on leave to take care of her sick husband, when 
she was discharged. Sal Malluzzo testified that Respondent never 
sent a discharge notice to Cambria and that she was still in Re- 
spondent’s employ at the time of the hearing. Absence of a notice 
of termination does not militate against Mrs. Pricone's clear and 
authoritative words of discharge. There is no evidence that Re- 
spondent has ever offered Cambria reinstatement. I find Respondent 
discharged Cambria on May 10, while she was on leave to care for 
her sick husband, because of her union activities, in violation of 
Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. 


H. Refusal to Bargain 


Respondent, by its numerous unfair labor practices, demon- 
strated its bad faith in refusing to bargain with the Union which 
represented the majority in an appropriate unit. Respondent has 


shown a complete rejection of the collective-bargaining principle 


and its determination to destroy the union's majority. Respondent 
sparred for time and committed unfair labor practices in an effort 
to undermine the union's majority. Respondent's refusal to bargain 
sith the Union violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act- we 


187 Soy Silk Mills, Inc., 185 F. 2d 732 (Cc. A.D.C.), cert. denied 
sus ol. ~~ 
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I. The Unfair Labor Practice Strike 


On May 25, during the course of the hearing, the complaint 
was amended to allege that a strike which began on February 7, was 


an unfair labor practice strike. 


On February 7, employees of Respondent went on strike. On 


February 6, according to the credited testimony of Bert Cooper, 


19/ about 35 of Respondent's employees 


the union's state director, 
attended a meeting and voted to go on strike because of Respondent's 
unfair labor practices. The strike which began on February 7, was 
an unfair labor practice strike and was so announced by a picket 
sign. 7 

J. Unilateral Elimination of Certain | 


Job Classifications and Refusal 
to Reinstate Strikers 


It was stipulated that the following employees of Respondent 


engaged in the strike against Respondent on February 7, and con- 
tinued to strike until they applied for reinstatement on the dates 
indicated alongside their names: | 

Joseph Aiello July 24, 1967 

Francois Bessette July 24, 1967 

Virgilio Coelho July 24, 1967 

Benny Fiamma July 24, 1967 

Frank Papa July 24, 1967 

Thomas Spada July 24, 1967 

Louis Greca August 10, 1967 

It was further stipulated that with respect to the first six above 
employees, on July 27, 1967, and with respect to the last of the 
above employees, on August 11, 1967, Respondent refused rein- 
statement on the grounds that permanent replacements had ‘been 


i9 Considering the demeanor of Mander Henderson, I do not credit 
her testimony that only union cards were discussed at this 
meeting. 
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called Cambria, as was a not unusual practice. They had been 
friends for years. Mrs. Pricone said she never expected Cambria 
to join the Union since they had been friendly. Cambria said she 
had joined the Union. Mrs. Pricone wanted to know if Cambria had 
anything against Respondent. Cambria said she did not. Mrs. 
Pricone then said, "You know, in doing that, you know you lost 
your job. You lost the insurance." She said Cambria had lost her 
job because she had joined the Union. 

I have not the slightest doubt that Mrs. Pricone discharged 
Cambria because of her union activities. 

Cambria was on leave to take care of her sick husband, when 
she was discharged. Sal Malluzzo testified that Respondent never 
sent a discharge notice’ to Cambria and that she was still in Re- 
spondent's employ at the time of the hearing. Absence of a notice 
of termination does not militate against Mrs. Pricone's clear and 
authoritative words of discharge. There is no evidence that Re- 
spondent has ever offered Cambria reinstatement. I find Respondent 
discharged Cambria on May 10, while she was on leave to care for 
her sick husband, because of her union activities, in violation of 
Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. 


H. Refusal to Bargain 


Respondent, by its numerous unfair labor practices, demon- 
strated its bad faith in'refusing to bargain with the Union which 
represented the majority in an appropriate unit. Respondent has 
shown a complete rejection of the collective-bargaining principle 
and its determination to destroy the union's majority. Respondent 
sparred for time and committed unfair labor practices in an effort 
to undermine the union's majority. Respondent's refusal to bargain 
with the Union violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act. 18/ 


18 Joy Silk Mills, Inc., 185 F. 2d 732 (C.A.D.C.), cert. denied 
341 U.S. 914. 
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I. The Unfair Labor Practice Strike | 
On May 25, during the course of the hearing, the complaint 
was amended to allege that a strike which began on February 7, was 
an unfair labor practice strike. | 
On February 7, employees of Respondent went on strike. On 
February 6, according to the credited testimony of Bert Cooper, 
the union's state director, 19/ about 35 of Respondent's employees 
attended a meeting and voted to go on strike because of Respondent's 
unfair labor practices. The strike which began on February 7, was 
an unfair labor practice strike and was so announced by a picket 
sign. | 
J. Unilateral Elimination of Certain 


Job Classifications and Refusal 
to Reinstate Strikers 


It was stipulated that the following employees of Respondent 
engaged in the strike against Respondent on February 7, and con- 
tinued to strike until they applied for reinstatement on the dates 
indicated alongside their names: | 


Joseph Aiello July 24, 1967 | 

Francois Bessette July 24, 1967 

Virgilio Coelho July 24, 1967 

Benny Fiamma July 24, 1967 

Frank Papa July 24, 1967 

Thomas Spada July 24, 1967 

Louis Greca August 10, 1967 
It was further stipulated that with respect to the first six above 

employees, on July 27, 1967, and with respect to the last of the 

above employees, on August 11, 1967, Respondent refused rein- 


statement on the grounds that permanent replacements had been 


19 Considering the demeanor of Mander Henderson, I do not credit 
her testimony that only union cards were discussed at this 
meeting. | 
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hired and Respondent had eliminated certain jobs. The record 
makes clear that Respondent did not bargain with the Union about 
the elimination of jobs. These employees were unfair labor practice 
strikers and were entitled to reinstatement upon their unconditional 
request for the same if there were jobs available. There is no 
credible evidence that jobs were not available. The record does not 
reveal the basis for the claimed elimination of jobs and I find Re- 
spondent has not sustained its burden of proving that the strikers' 
jobs no longer existed. Presumptively, their jobs continued in 
existence. It is clear that the fact some may have been replaced 
does not affect their rights to reinstatement as unfair labor practice 
strikers. 
IV. The Effect of the Unfair Labor 
Practices Upon Commerce 
Respondent's activities set forth in Section II, above, occurring 


in connection with the operations of Respondent described in Section I, 


above, have a close, intimate, and substantial relation to trade, 
traffic, and commerce among the several States, and tend to lead 
to labor disputes burdening and obstructing commerce and the 


free flow of commerce. 


THE REMEDY 

Having found that Respondent has engaged in certain unfair 
labor practices, I shall recommend that it cease and desist there- 
from and take certain affirmative action designed to effectuate the 
policies of the Act. The nature of the violations strikes at the heart 
of the Act and calls for a broad order. 

It has been found that the Union represented a majority of 
Respondent's employees in an appropriate unit and requested recog- 
nition and bargaining, the same being unlawfully refused. I shall 
recommend that Respondent bargain, upon request, with the Union 
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and, if any understanding is reached, embody such understanding in 
a signed agreement. | 
It has been found that Respondent discharged Cambria in 
violation of Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. I shall recommend 
that Respondent offer Cambria reinstatement and make her whole for 
any loss of pay she may have suffered by reason of the discrimin- 
ation against her in the manner set forth in F. W. Woolworth Com- 
ad 90 NLRB 289, with interest computed in the manner described 
Isis Plumbing & Heating Company, 138 NLRB 716. | 
It has been found that Respondent violated Section 8(a)(3) and 
(1) of the Act by refusing and failing to reinstate the unfair labor 
practice strikers upon their unconditional requests for reinstate- 
ment. I shall recommend that Respondent offer them reinstatement 
and make them whole for any loss of pay they may have suffered 
by reason of the discrimination against them in the manner set 
forth in the paragraph above dealing with Cambria. | 
Upon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact and upon the 
entire record in the case, I make the following: 


Conclusions of Law | 


1. Respondent is an employer engaged in commerce within 
the meaning of the Act. i 


2. The Union is a labor organization within the meaning of 
the Act. 


3. By discharging Cambria and by failing and refising to 
reinstate the unfair labor practice strikers upon their unconditional 
request, Respondent violated Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. 

4, All employees of Respondent employed at its Hartford 
plant, excluding office clerical employees, guards, professional 
employees and supervisors as defined in the Act, constitute a unit 
appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining within the 
meaning of Section 9(b) of the Act. 
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5. The Union has been at all times since on or about 
January 19, and now is, the exclusive bargaining representative of 
the employees in the above described unit within the meaning of 
Section 9(a) of the Act. 

6. Since January 19, by refusing to bargain collectively 
with the Union as the exclusive bargaining representative of the 
employees in the aforesaid unit, Respondent has engaged in unfair 
labor practices within the meaning of Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the 
Act. 

7. By interrogations, threats and promises and granting of 
benefits addressed to employees, Respondent has interfered with, 
restrained, and coerced employees and committed unfair labor 
practices within the meaning of Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. 

8. The strike, which began on February 7, was an unfair 
labor practice strike. 

9. The aforesaid unfair labor practices affect commerce 
within the meaning of Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act. 


RECOMMENDED ORDER 
Upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, 


and upon the entire record herein, it is recommended that Respondent, 


its agents, successors, and assigns, shall: 
1. Cease and desist from: 

(a) Interrogating, threatening, or making promises 
to or giving benefits to its employees with respect to their member- 
ship in, sympathies for, or other concerted activities on behalf of 
any labor organization. 

(bo) | Discouraging membership in the Union or any 
other labor organization, by discharging or in any other manner dis- 
criminating against its employees, including refusing to reinstate 
unfair labor practice strikers upon their unconditional offer to 
return to work, except as authorized by Section 8(a)(3) of the Act. 
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(c) Refusing to bargain collectively, upon request, 
with the Union as the exclusive bargaining representative of its 
employees in the above described unit. | 
(a) In any other manner interfering with, restraining, 
or coercing its employees in the exercise of their rights to join 
or assist the Union or any other labor organization or otherwise 
engage in activities protected by the Act. : 
2. Take the following affirmative action which is necessary 
to effectuate the policies of the Act: | 
(a) Offer to reinstate Cambria, Aiello, Bessette, 
Coelho, Fiamma, Papa, Spada, and Greca to their former or 
substantially equivalent positions, without prejudice to their 
seniority or other rights and privileges, and make them whole in 
the manner set forth in "The Remedy" portion of this decision for 
any loss of earnings by reason of Respondent's aie 


against them. 


(o) Notify any or all of the above employees, if pre- 
sently serving in the Armed Forces of the United States, of their 
full right to reinstatement upon application in accordance with the 


Selective Service Act and the Universal Military Training and 


Service Act of 1948, as amended, after discharge from the Armed 


Forces. 

(c) Bargain collectively, upon request, a the 
Union as the exclusive bargaining representative of its employees 
in the above described unit. : 

(a) Preserve and, upon request, make available to 
the Board or its agents all records necessary to determine the 
amount of backpay due under this Recommended Order. | 

(e) Post at its Hartford, Connecticut, plant copies 
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of the notice attached hereto as "Appendix." 20/ Since many of 
Respondent's employees only read Italian and others only Spanish, 
the Appendix is to be written in English and in Italian and in Spanish. 
Copies of said notice, to be furnished by the Regional Director for 
the First Region, shall after being signed by Respondent's authorized 
representative, be posted by it immediately upon receipt thereof 
and be maintained by it for a period of 60 consecutive days in 
conspicuous places, including all places where notices to employees 
are customarily posted. Reasonable steps shall be taken to insure 
that such notices are not altered, defaced or covered by any other 
material. 

(f) Notify said Regional Director, in writing, within 
20 days from the date of the receipt of this Recommended Order 
what steps Respondent has taken to comply herewith. ae 


Dated: /s/ E. Don Wilson 
Trial Examiner 


20/ In the event that this Recommended Order is adopted by the 
Board, the words "A DECISION AND ORDER" shall be sub- 
stituted for the words "THE RECOMMENDED ORDER OF A 
TRIAL EXAMINER" in the notice. In the further event that 
the Board's Order is enforced by a decree of a United States 
Court of Appeals, the words, 'A DECREE OF THE UNITED 
STATES COURT OF APPEALS, ENFORCING AN ORDER" 
shall be substituted for the words "A DECISION AND ORDER." 


In the event that this Recommended Order is adopted by the 
Board, this provision shall be modified to read: "Notify the 
Regional Director for Region One, in writing, within 10 
days from the date of this Order, what steps it has taken to 
comply herewith." 
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APPENDIX 
NOTICE TO ALL EMPLOYEES 
PURSUANT TO 
THE RECOMMENDED ORDER OF A TRIAL EXAMINER OF THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD | 
and in order to effectuate the policies of the 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT 
(AS AMENDED) 
we hereby notify our employees that: 


You are free to join or not to join any union of your choice. 


We do not have the right to interfere with your choice. 


WE WILL NOT question, threaten, or make promises to or give 
benefits to our employees in connection with their membership in 
or sympathies for or other activities in behalf of Local 153, Inter- 
national Ladies' Garment Workers' Union, AFL-CIO, or any other 


Rea | 
labor organization. 


WE WILL NOT discharge or in any other way discriminate against 
any of our employees because of their activities in behalf of the 
above-named Union or any other union or because of other protected 


concerted activities. | 


WE WILL NOT refuse to bargain collectively with the above- named 
Union as the exclusive bargaining representative of our employees 
in the following appropriate unit: : 


All employees employed at our Hartford, Connecticut, plant, 


excluding office clerical employees, guards, professional 
employees and supervisors as defined in the National Labor 
Relations Act. | 


WE WILL NOT in any other manner interfere with our employees in 
| 
exercising their rights to join or assist, or to refrain from joining 
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or assisting any union, except to the extent that such right may be 
affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor organiza- 
tion as authorized by Section 8(a)(3) of the Act. 


WE WILL pay Concetta Cambria for the wages she lost because we 
discharged her. 


WE WILL pay unfair labor practice strikers, Joseph Aiello, Francis 
Bessette, Virgilio Coelho, Benny Fiamma, Frank Papa, Thomas 
Spada, and Louis Greca for the wages they lost because we did not 
reinstate them whenthey unconditionally asked for their jobs back. 


WE WILL bargain collectively, upon request, with the above-named 
Union, as the bargaining representative of our employees in the 
above described unit, and embody in a signed agreement any under- 


standing we reach. 


WE WILL NOT tell our employees that they will not make as much 
money if the plant goes Union or that we will close the shop before 
we let the Union in or that the plant won't be the same if the Union 
comes in or that the employees will work less hours and would be 
shifted from job to job if the Union comes into our plant. 


WE WILL NOT tell our employees that if a union comes in they will 
only work a 35-hour week or that they will end up losing money. 


WE WILL NOT ask any of our employees to talk to other employees 


and persuade them against the Union. 


WE WILL NOT tell any of our employees that if the Union gets in, 
the women employees will be out of a job and that we will subcontract 
the work. 


WE WILL NOT tell any employee that if the Union comes into our 
plant, we will get more employees and cut down on overtime. 
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WE WILL NOT ask any employee if he has signed a card for the 
Union or engaged in any other union activity. | 


WE WILL NOT tell employees that if the Union comes in they will 


lose time if there is no work in their departments. 


WE WILL NOT tell our employees that we will find out if they 
engaged in union activity. 


WE WILL NOT tell any employee that we will take care of him if he 
does not engage in union activities. 


WE WILL NOT tell any employee that he will be sorry if he goes 
Union. | 


WE WILL NOT ask an employee to find out from another employee 


why he had signed a union card. | 


WE WILL NOT tell an employee that he has something to lose if he 
signs to get the Union into the plant. 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
(Employer) 


y (Representative) (Title) 

We will notify any of the above employees if presently 
serving in the Armed Forces of the United States of their 
right to full reinstatement upon application in accordance 
with the Selective Service Act and the Universal Military 
Training and Service Act, as amended, after discharge 
from the Armed Forces. 
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This Notice must! remain posted for 60 consecutive days from 
the date of posting, and must not be altered, defaced, or covered by 
any other material. 

If employees have any question concerning this Notice or 
compliance with its provisions, they may communicate directly with 
the Board's Regional Office, 20th Floor, John F. Kennedy Federal 
Building, Cambridge and New Sudbury Streets, Boston, Mass. , 
Telephone No. 223-3300. 


DECISION AND ORDER 

On April 17, 1968, Trial Examiner E. Don Wilson issued his 
Decision in the above-entitled proceeding, finding that Respondent 
had engaged in and was engaging in certain unfair labor practices 
and recommending that it cease and desist therefrom and take certain 
affirmative action, asset forth in the attached Trial Examiner's 
Decision. Thereafter; exceptions and supporting briefs were filed 
by Respondent and the Union; the General Counsel filed a brief and 
a supplemental brief. 

The Board has reviewed the rulings of the Trial Examiner made 
at the hearing and finds that no prejudicial error was committed. 
The rulings are hereby affirmed. The Board has considered the 
Trial Examiner's Decision, the exceptions, the briefs, and the 
entire record in this case, and hereby adopts the findings, Y/ con- 
clusions, and recommendations of the Trial Examiner to the extent 
not inconsistent with the following: 


L The Trial Examiner found that Respondent is a Connecticut 
corporation. We note, however, that Respondent is a New 
York corporation. 
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1. ‘The Trial Examiner concluded that Respondent, in 
violation of Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act, refused to bargain 
collectively with the majority Union on and after January 19, 1967. 

Respondent disputes the Trial Examiner's factual findings 
principally with respect to the Union's majority status. It argues 
that although some 42 of the Union's authorization cards (less than 
a majority) were valid, the Union solicited 26 other cards, at least 
14 of which would be necessary to establish a valid majority in the 
unit hereinafter found appropriate, with the false statement that a 
majority had already been obtained. Respondent's conclusion is 
that the Union's resort to "bandwagon psychology" constitutes a 
"fraudulent deception" and a "subjugation of the statutory rights of 
the employees" and should not be tolerated. 

In rejecting Respondent's contention, the Trial Examiner 
relied on our decision in the G & A Truck Line case, 168 NLRB 
No. 106. In that case we held, in accord with the opinion expressed 
in Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America, AFL-CIO (Sagamore 
Shirt Co.) v. N.L.R.B., 365 F. 2d 898 (C.A., D.C.), that misrepre- 
sentations by card solicitors that a majority had already been obtained 
are generally "immaterial in determining the validity of authorization 
cards, even when signed in reliance thereon," and do not “overcome 
the effect of ... [the employees'/ overt action in signing. " The 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals disagreed with the seeming premise of 
our decision that misrepresentation as to the number of employees 
who have already signed must be viewed as falling in the category 
of "harmless sales talk or puffing, " but nevertheless agreed that the 
questioned cards in that case were properly counted because the 
evidence did not substantially support a finding that the card signers 


relied on the false representation as to majority. = We have therefore 


2 G & A Truck Line v. N.L.R.B., 407 F. 2d 120. 
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reexamined our position as to the principles to be applied in 
situations of this kind. We continue to believe that a showing, with- 


out more, of a misrepresentation as to the number of others who 


have signed is insufficient to invalidate a clear and unequivocal 


designation card signed by an employee. This is so because such 

a card must be presumed to express the individual intent of the signer 
regardless of the wishes of others. There is no necessary incon- 
sistency between the fact that the signer had been incorrectly told 
that others had already signed and his own genuine desire for union 
representation. We nevertheless recognize, as we did in the I. T.T. 
case, 165 NLRB No. 98, that there may be situations in which a 
certain card would not have been signed but for the subscriber's 
reliance upon a misrepresentation that a majority had already signed, 
and to the extent that our G & A decision suggests that reliance is a 
wholly irrelevant consideration we no longer adhere to that view. 
Where the objective facts, as evidenced by events contemporaneous 
with the signing, clearly demonstrate that the misrepresentation was 
the decisive factor in causing an employee to sign a card, we shall 
not count such card in determining a union's majority. However, 

for reasons we elaborate on below, we adhere to the view, supported 
in this respect by court precedent, that where the only indication of 
reliance is a signer's subsequent testimony as to his subjective state 
of mind when signing the card, such showing is insufficient to in- 
validate the card. Such subjective testimony is hardly probative, 
since it is not subject to the customary safeguards of confrontation 
by other witnesses and probing cross-examination. It amounts to an 
unverifiable subjective assertion about a subjective state of mind at 
atime long past. Such an assertion, being untestable, is highly 
susceptible to distortions due to hindsight, changing judgments con- 
cerning the signer’s interest, pressures brought by the employer 

or others, and the like, so that present attitudes inevitably color 
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the signer's assertion about his earlier state of mind at the time he 


signed the card. 3/ Particularly is this so in situations where, as 
here, it appears that employees have been intimidated by their em- 
ployer's unfair labor practices. = Subjective assertion of reliance 
on the misrepresentations involved herein cannot overcome the ob- 
jective fact of signing the card; for cards to be invalidated on the 


basis of such misrepresentations, it is necessary that the asserted 


| 
3 As the Court of Appeals for the First Circuit remarked in 
N.L.R.B. v. Southbridge Sheet Metal Works, 380 F.2d 851, 
856 (Cc. A. 1), when rejecting a contention that analogous mis- 
representations invalidated a union's card majority: 
. . . the vacillating testimony of employees in the hear- 
ing, held almost a year after the organizing campaign 
concluded and. . . under the scrutiny of company counsel 
and officials, illustrates the wisdom of requiring fairly 
strong evidence of misrepresentation and evidence of 
communication or recantation before cards secured at 
a much earlier date are adjudged invalid. . . . Without 
going so far as to say that a misrepresentation cannot 
ever vitiate a card when it is not proffered as a sole 
reason for signing, we have no hesitation in saying that 
here the representation that there would be an election 
does not invalidate Therrien's card. Also see Joy Silk 
Mills v. N.L.R.B., 185 F. 2d 732 (C.A. D.C. ), enfd. 
85 NLRB 1263, cert. denied 341 U.S. 814: ". . aan 
employee's thoughts (or afterthoughts) as to why he signed 
a union card, and what he thought that card meant, cannot 
negate the overt action of having signed a card . Igy 3 
The Board took a similar position in a related context in 
Levi Strauss & Co., 172 NLRB No. 57 (pages 8 and 9), when it 
held that it would not probe into the purely subjective intent of 
card signers to invalidate their otherwise clear designation 
cards. 


The Supreme Court has recently stated, "/W/e also accept the 
observation that employees are more likely than not, many 
months after a card drive and in responseto questions by com- 
pany counsel, to give testimony damaging to the union, particu- 
larly where company officials have previously threatened re- 
prisals for union activity in violation of Section 8(a)(1) /citation 
omitted/. We therefore reject any rule that requires a probe of 
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reliance on the misrepresentations be established by objective 
evidence corroborating or supporting the subjective assertion. 

Respondent has not attempted to differentiate between subjective 
and objective testimony of reliance by the 26 disputed card signers. 
Most of them did not try to nullify their authorization cards, and 
some, who did, did not do so until the reopened hearing, when they 
gave subjective testimony only, not susceptible of either contradiction 
or effective cross-examination, that they relied on representations 


that a majority had already sitned. 2 As an example, Respondent's 


4 (Continued) an employee's subjective motivations as involving 
an endless and unreliable inquiry." _N. L. R. B. v. Gissel 


Packing Co., 395 U.S. 575. 


Such objective evidence would, of course, include oral state- 
ments immediately preceding or concurrent with the signing 
of the card. 


Of the 26 disputed signers only about half a dozen -- a number 
clearly insufficient to destroy the Union's majority in the 110- 
employee appropriate unit (as we find below)--testified as to 
certain objective facts which might tend to show that their 
cards would not have been signed in the first instance but for 
the misrepresentation that a majority had already signed. For 
example, Salvatrica Cancellieri testified that she had refused 
to sign on several previous occasions, but finally signed be- 
cause card solicitor Fiamma told her that all but a few had 
signed. Josephine Contrino testified that she had refused to 
sign on two prior visits, but signed on the third visit because 
told by Fiamma that everybody else had signed. Angeline 
Speziale testified that she refused a request to sign a card 
unless the others did, and later when Fiamma told her that the 
others had signed she felt reassured and was finally willing to 
sign. And Mary Petriccione on various occasions refused 
Fiamma's request that she sign a card, and finally signed 
after he told her that everybody had signed; but she was unable 
to sleep, and then wrote the Union a letter revoking her 
authorization card. Fiamma, however, denied telling any 
prospects that a maj ority of the employees had already signed. 
Although the Trial Examiner found that the employees’ testimony 
was controverted and declined to credit it, we note, in addition, 
that such testimony, even if credited and regarded as proving 
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brief asserts that Lucia Sammartino, one of the disputed card signers, 
testified that she would not have signed but for solicitor Appel's state- 
ment that almost all the employees had signed. The record shows, 
however, that when Respondent called Sammartino as a witness at 

the original hearing in June, she gave no such testimony, but testified 
only that she signed because she was nervous, and that the Union 
solicitor showed her a bunch of cards (which she estimated at as low 
as 50, or lessthan a majority) and said they had all been signed, but 
did not tell her how many others had also signed. It was not until 
Respondent recalled Sammartino at the reopened hearing in November 
that Respondent finally elicited testimony that she would not have 
signed but for the solicitor's representation that almost all the em- 
ployees had signed. | 


In all the circumstances, we are satisfied that the aforementioned 
subjective testimony is not reliable u/ and provides no probative 


evidence that employees giving such testimony did not want the Union 


7 te a | 
S (Continued) reliance, relates to an insufficient number of cards 
to impair the Union's card majority. 

We also note that such testimony was uncorroborated and 
was adduced after Respondent had engaged in unlawful conduct 
which had the inherent tendency of causing employees to believe, 
after having signed the cards, that their interests would be best 
served by renouncing the Union and reestablishing themselves 
in Respondent's good graces. 


The unreliability of subjective testimony of this character is 
further evidenced by the vacillating testimony of some of the 
witnesses in this case. Thus several employees testified at the 
original hearing that they did not care whether the solicitor's 
statement as to majority status was true, and others testified 
that they did not believe such representation of the solicitors. 
Yet, upon the reopening of the hearing, a number of the afore- 
mentioned employees testified they would not have signed had 


they known that the solicitor's statement was false. 
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when they signed their cards, or that they were tricked into signing 
because they thought the Union already was the exclusive repre- 
sentative even without their cards. 

The facts, in our view, distinguish the instant case from 
N.L.R.B. v- Rohstein & Co., 266 F.2d 407 (Cc. A. 1), where the 
Court set aside the Board's finding of a union's bare card majority 
on the ground that, according to the Court, a signer indicated_at the 
time he signed the card that he was doing so in reliance on the repre- 
sentation that a majority had already been secured. Rather, the 
facts are like those in N. L.R.B. v. Cactus Petroleum Inc., 355 F. 
2a 755 (C. A. 5), where the Court stated, with respect to the testimony 
of five employees that they would not have signed cards except that 
the union told them that a majority of the employees had already 
signed: 


We agree with the Board's rejection of this testimony 


on the basis that the testimony of the signers as to 


their subjective state of mind at the time of signing 


did not here operate to overcome the effect of their 


overt action in signing. 


In the absence of strong and convincing evidence of objective 
facts showing that the card majority in this case would not have been 
obtained but for the misrepresentations that a maj ority had already 
signed up, we accordingly agree with the Trial Examiner that a valid 
majority existed. 

2. The Trial Examiner found that three named employees, 
otherwise within the appropriate unit at the time of the refusal to 
bargain, should nevertheless be excluded solely because they stopped 
working during each year so as not to decrease their full social 
security pension benefits. Respondent contends that these employees 
should be included. For the reasons set forth in the Holiday Inns 
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case, 176 NLRB No. 124, a majority of the Board — 8/ finds that 
Respondent's contention has merit. In the present case the above- 
mentioned social security pensioners have been relatively long-time 
employees of Respondent, and in fact worked full-time until becoming 
social security pensioners. There is no indication that they do not 
intend to continue working for Respondent in the future, they appraently 
share some employee benefits, and they do not appear to be fore- 
closed from other benefits as long as their hours worked eae them 
to such. We include them in the unit. 

In all other respects we agree with the Trial Examiner's find- 
ing as to the employees in the appropriate unit, and further find that 
the revised total number of employees in the unit was 110. i 

3. In all other respects we adopt the findings and conclusions 
of the Trial Examiner. 

In adopting the finding and conclusion that Respondent violated 
Section 8(a)(5) of the Act by refusing to recognize and bargain with 
the Union on and after January 20, 1967, we note that Respondent, by 
its top officials (President Rametta and Vice President Pricone), 
engaged in a widespread, continuous, and flagrant campaign of anti- 
union conduct, beginning in early November 1966 and not terminating 
until many months after rejecting the Union's bargaining demand of 
January 19, 1967. Thus, individual employees were called into the 
office, told that Respondent knew some employees were trying to get 
the Union in, asked about signing union cards, advised not to sign, 


promised and given raises to coerce them not to sign, threatened 


8 Chairman McCulloch and Members Fanning and Zagoria. 
Members Brown and Jenkins dissent, and would affirm the 
Trial Examiner's finding that these employees do not have a 
sufficient community of interest with the regular employees 
to be included in the unit. 
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with loss of wages and plant closing if the Union got in, and asked to 
find out who had started the Union and to persuade fellow employees 
not to sign union cards. In addition, Respondent discriminatorily 
discharged an employee during the original hearing; and after the 
close of that hearing but before the reopened hearing Respondent 
discriminatorily refused the unconditional requests for reinstatement 
of seven other employees. 

These unfair labor practices were so pervasive and coercive 
as to prevent recourse to an election to determine the question con- 
cerning representation raised by the Union's demand for recognition 
and bargaining. Accordingly, to remedy these unfair labor practices 
and to effectuate the employees’ freely made choice for union repre- 
sentation as manifested by the signed authorization cards of a majority 
of employees in the unit, our order shall include provisions requiring 
Respondent upon request to recognize and bargain with the Union as 


the exclusive representative of its employees. N.L.R.B. v. Gissel 
Packing Company, supra. 


ORDER 
Pursuant to Section 10(c) of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended, the National Labor Relations Board hereby orders that 
Respondent, Marie Phillips, Inc., Hartford, Connecticut, its 
officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall: 
1. Cease and desist from: 

(a) Interrogating, threatening, or promising or grant- 
ing benefits to, its employees with respect to their union or other 
concerted activities. ; 

(o) Discouraging membership in Local 153, Inter- 
national Ladies' Garment Workers' Union, AFL-CIO, or any other 
labor organization of its employees, by discharging employees, 
refusing to reinstate unfair labor practice strikers upon their un- 
conditional application to return to work, or by discriminating 
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against its employees in any other manner in regard to their hire or 
tenure of employment or any term or condition of employment. 

(c) Refusing to bargain collectively with Local] 153, 
International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union, AFL-CIO, as the 
exclusive representative of all employees at its Hartford plant, ex- 
cluding office clerical employees, guards, professional employees, 
and supervisors as defined in the Act, concerning rates of pay, wages, 
hours of employment, and other terms and conditions of employment. 

(a) In any other manner interfering with, restraining, 
or coercing its employees in the exercise of the right to self- 
organization, to form labor organizations, to join or assist the above- 
named Union or any other labor organization, to bargain collectively 
through representatives of their own choosing, to engage in other 
concerted activities for the purpose of mutual aid or protection as 
guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act, and to refrain from any and all 
such activities, except to the extent that such right may be affected 
by an agreement requiring membership in a labor organization as 
a condition of employment as authorized in Section 8(a)(3) of the Act, 
as modified by the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
of 1959. : 

2. Take the following affirmative action which is necessary 
to effectuate the policies of the Act: 

(a) Offer Concetta Cambria, Joseph Aiello, Francois 
Bessette, Virgilio Coelho, Benny Fiamma, Frank Papa, Thomas 
Spada, and Louis Greca immediate and full reinstatement to their 
former or substantially equivalent positions, without prejudice to 
their seniority or other rights and privileges, and make them whole in 
the manner set forth in "The Remedy" portion of the Trial Examiner's 


Decision for any loss of earnings by reason of Respondent's dis- 


crimination against them. 
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(b) Notify any or all of the above employees, if 
presently serving in the Armed Forces of the United States, of 
their right to full reinstatement, upon application, in accordance 
with the Selective Service Act and the Universal Military Training 
and Service Act, as amended, after discharge from the Armed 
Forces. 

(c) Upon request, bargain collectively with the above- 
named Union as the exclusive representative of all the employees in 
the unit described above, concerning rates of pay, wages, hours of 
employment, and other conditions of employment and, if an under- 
standing is reached, embody such understanding in a signed agreement. 

(a) Preserve and, upon request, make available to the 
Board or its agents, for examination and copying, all payroll records, 
social security payments records, time-cards, personnel records 
and reports, and all other records necessary to analyze the amounts 
of backpay due and the rights of employment under the terms of this 
Order. 

(e) Post at its Hartford, Connecticut, plant copies, in 
English, Italian, and Spanish, of the attached notice marked 


"Appendix, '' ~ copies of said notice, on forms provided by the 


Regional Director for Region 1, shall, after being signed by Respond- 
ent's authorized representative, be posted by it immediately upon 
receipt thereof, and’ be maintained by it for a period of 60 consecutive 
days in conspicuous places, including all places where notices to 

to employees are customarily posted. Reasonable steps shall be 
taken to insure that such notices are not altered, defaced, or covered 
by any other material. 


9/ In the event that this Order is enforced by a decree of a United 
States Court of Appeals, there shall be substituted for the 
words "a Decision and Order" the words "a Decree of the 
United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order." 
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(£) Notify said Regional Director, in writing, within 10 
days from the date of this Decision and Order, what steps Respondent 
has taken to comply herewith. : 

Dated, Washington, D. C. September 5, 1969. 


Frank W. McCulloch, ~ Chairman 


John H. Fanning, Member 


Gerald A. Brown, : Member 
Howard Jenkins, Jr., | Member 


Sam Zagoria, Member 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
BOARD 


(SEAL) 


664 


APPENDIX 
NOTICE TO ALL EMPLOYEES 
PURSUANT TO 
A DECISION AND ORDER OF THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
and in order to effectuate the policies of the 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT 
(AS AMENDED) 
we hereby notify our employees that: 


YOU are free to join or not to join any union of your choice. 


We do not have the right to interfere with your choice. 


WE WILL NOT question, threaten, or give benefits to our employees 


in connection with their membership in or sympathies for or other 
activities in behalf of Local 153, International Ladies' Garment 
Workers’ Union, AFL-CIO, or any other labor organization. 


WE WILL NOT discharge or in any way discriminate against any of 
our employees because of their activities in behalf of the above- 
named Union or any other union or because of other protected con- 


certed activities. 


WE WILL NOT refuse to bargain collectively with the above-named 
Union as the exclusive bargaining representative of our employees 
in the following appropriate unit: 


All employees employed at our Hartford, Connecticut, 
plant, excluding office clerical employees, guards, 
professional employees and supervisors as defined in 
the National Labor Relations Act. 


WE WILL NOT in any other manner interfere with our employees 
in exercising their rights to join or assist, or to refrain from 
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joining or assisting any union, except to the extent that such right 
may be affected by an agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment as authorized in Section 
8(a)(3) of the Act, as modified by the Labor-Management Reporting 
and Disclosure Act of 1959. 


WE WILL NOT tell our employees that they will not make as much 
money if the plant goes Union or that we will close the shop before 
we let the Union in or that the plant won't be the same if the Union 
comes in or that the employees will work less hours and be shifted 


from job to job if the Union comes into our plant. 


WE WILL NOT tell our employees that if a union comes in they will 


only work a 35-hour week or that they will end up losing money. 


WE WILL NOT ask any of our employees to talk to other employees 
and persuade them against the Union. 


WE WILL NOT tell any of our employees that if the Union gets in, 
the women employees will be out of a job and that we will subcontract 
the work. | 


| 
WE WILL NOT tell any employee that if the Union comes into our 
_plant, we will get more employees and cut down on overtime. 


WE WILL NOT ask any employee if he has signed a card for the 
Union or engaged in any other union activity. 


WE WILL NOT tell employees that if the Union comes in they will 


lose time if there is no work in their departments. 

: 
WE WILL NOT tell our employees that we will find out if they 
engaged in union activity. 


WE WILL NOT tell any employee that we will take care of him if 
he does not engage in union activities. 
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WE WILL NOT tell any employee that he will be sorry if he goes 
Union. 


WE WILL NOT ask an employee to find out from another employee 
why he had signed a union card. 


WE WILL NOT tell an employee that he has something to lose if he 
signs to get the Union into the plant. 


WE WILL offer to reinstate and pay backpay to unfair labor practice 
strikers Joseph Aiello, Francois Bessette, Virgilio Coelho, Benny 
Fiamma, Frank Papa, Thomas Spada, and Louis Greca for the wages 
they lost because we did not reinstate them when they unconditionally 
asked for their jobs back. 


WE WILL notify any of the above employees, if presently serving in 

the Armed Forces of the United States, of their right to full reinstate- 
ment, upon application, in accordance with the Selective Service Act 
and the Universal Military Training and Service Act, as amended, after 
discharge from the Armed Forces. 


WE WILL offer to reinstate and pay backpay to Concetta Cambria for 
the wages she lost because we discharged her. 


WE WILL bargain collectively, upon request, with the above-named 
Union, as the bargaining representative of our employees in the above 
described unit, and embody in a signed agreement any understanding 
we reach. 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
(Employer) 


| +s a oc C Rl 
(Representative) (Title 
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This Notice must remain posted for 60 consecutive days from the 
date of posting, and must not be altered, defaced, or covered by any 
other material. | 


If employees have any question concerning this Notice or com- 


pliance with its provisions they may communicate directly with the 
Board's Regional Office, 20th Floor, John F. Kennedy Federal Build- 
ing, Cambridge and New Sudbury Streets, Boston, Mass. , Telephone 
617-223-3300. | 
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPENDIX 


EXCERPTS FROM TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 


BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
First Region 


In the Matter of: 


MARIE PHILLIPS, INC. 
and Case No. 1-CA-5818 


LOCAL 153, INTERNATIONAL LADIES’ ) 
GARMENT WORKERS’ UNION, AFL-CIO ) 
) 


Courtroom 262 
Federal Building 
Main Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 


Friday, June 23, 1967 


The above-entitled matter came on for further hearing, pursuant to 
adjournment notice, at 9:30 o’clock a.m. 


BEFORE: 
E. DON WILSON, ESQ., 


APPEARANCES: 


ROBERT C. ROSEMERE, ESQ. J. F. Kennedy Federal Bldg., 
Boston, Mass., appearing on 
behalf of the General Counsel. 


MICHAEL BROWN, ESQ., J. F. Kennedy Federal Bldg., 
Boston, Mass., appearing on 
behalf of the General Counsel. 
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JEROLD D. JACOBSON, ESQ., 1710 Broadway, New York, 
New York, appearing on 
behalf of Local 153, International 
Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union, 
the charging Party. 


JAY S. SIEGEL, ESQ., Siegel & Werner, 49 Pearl Street, 
Hartford, Connecticut, appearing on 
behalf of Marie Phillips, Inc., the 
Respondent. 


REUBEN SUDARSKY, ESQ., Sudarsky & Sudarsky, One 
Constitution Plaza, Hartford, 
Connecticut, appearing on behalf 
of Marie Phillips, Inc., the 
Respondent 


VINCENZA LEGUTKE 


was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, having 


first been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: State your name and address? 
THE WITNESS: Mrs. Vincenza Legutke, 44 Standish Street, Hartford, 


Connecticut. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Are you an employee of Marie Phillips? 
A. Yes, I am. 
Q. And in what capacity? A. IBM operator. 
Q. Can you tell us—is it Miss or Mrs.? A. Mrs. 


Q. Mrs. Legutke, how many IBM operators are employed at the 


plant? 
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MR. BROWN: Your Honor, before we proceed, I believe it’s imperative 
that we establish whether or not this employee was working in the! time in 
question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, of course, Mr. Sudarksy is well aware that 
as far as the issues in this case are concerned, we’re not interested in what 
the IBM situation is as of the moment, but, rather we are interested in 
what the IBM situation was as of the time of the demand for bargaining, 

so I don’t know whether this witness may have been there for the 
last several years, I don’t know. 


MR. SUDARKSY: With respect to this point, it may be necessary to 


show through another witness that there was no change in the duties of 


of the IBM operators. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, do you know what occurs to me,'Mr. 
Sudarsky? Now, I think I’ve made it pretty plain throughout this hearing, 
I’m not trying to run anybody’s case. I’m not dictating how you try the 
case. Through the other witness that you’d used to show that there’s no 
change in the duties, wouldn’t you be establishing there what the duties 
of the IBM operators are? In other words, I’m taking it for granted now 
since you haven’t responded to it, that this witness has been employed 
only within the recent months and was not employed at the material 
times? | 

MR. SUDARSKY: I would have to ask that question of the witness, 
but that’s my assumption now. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, that’s what I’m assuming. How oe have 
you been employed or when did you start your employment with Marie 


Phillips? 
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THE WITNESS: February 20th. 

MR. SUDARSKY: What was the date? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: February 20th. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Now, subject to further testimony and evidence 

that there has been no change in either the location of the unit and 
in the nature of the work or the duties of the unit, I’d like to proceed 
to ask this witness what her duties are as an IBM operator. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, I would strenuously object. Her testi- 
mony is completely immaterial to what was in existence at that time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t know whether you understand what 
Mr. Sudarsky is saying. 

MR. BROWN: I understand completely, sir, but I maintain this, that 
what is existing today is completely irrelevant to what existed back in 
January of this year. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t think it’s completely irrelevant as to 
what existed back in January of this year if the record finally establishes 
that what exists today is the same that existed in January of this year. 

MR. BROWN: I think, if I may, your Honor it’s going in, it’s prov- 
ing something backwards. I think we must first establish through their 
witnesses through the material time in question — that’s what we're in- 
terested in here. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please don’t speak, Mr. Siegel, now. I’m try- 
ing to rule on an objection. 


MR. SIEGEL: I don’t believe I said a word, your Honor. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: I was speaking to Mr. Sudarsky. In any event, 


your objection is overruled with this understanding. This testimony is 
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being put in as to what the duties of the IBM operators are as of 
now or what they have been since February 20th. | think everybody 
should recognize that that is not really evidence as to what the duties of 
the IBM operators were in January, if that’s the date, of 1967. However, 
Mr. Sudarsky represents that he is going to produce further testimony 
which will establish that the duties of the IBM operators since eee 
20th and as of now are the same or substantially the same as they were 
in January of 1967. Should that not be established, I of course will en- 
tertain a motion to strike this testimony. 

MR. BROWN: Fine, your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Will you please — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Excuse me. Do you now, Mr. Siegel, wish to 
confer with Mr. Sudarsky? I’ll be off the record if you wish. : 

MR. SIEGEL: I was just inquiring what the issue was. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I understand, but I was attempting to rule on 
an objection of something being offered by Mr. Sudarsky, and I could 
hear you speaking, and that did interrupt my train of thought, being 
noted that you just arrived and wanted to be brought up to date ‘as to 


what was going on. 


MR. SIEGEL: I’m sorry. I was merely asking what was happening. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Now I’m asking as a matter of courtesy if you 


want a moment or two to find out what did happen? 
MR. SIEGEL: If you would, Mr. Examiner, just a moment or two. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 


(A short recess was taken.) 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mrs. Legutke, what is your educational back- 
ground? A. Eight years of grammar school and four years of high 
school. 

Q. Are you a high school graduate? A. Yes, I am. 

Q. Before employment with Marie Phillips, where were you em- 
ployed? A. At the Connecticut Bank and Trust Company. 

Q. What were your duties at the Connecticut Bank and Trust Com- 
pany? A. As of termination, I was a reconcilement clerk. 

Q. Can you tell us whether you’re an experienced and skilled typist? 
A. Experienced, no. I only had minimum training in typing. 

Q. What sort of training did you have in typing? A. I went to 
night school. 

Q. Are you'a competent typist? A. I feel yes, I am now. 


Q. You are now a competent typist? A. Yes. 


Q. How many words can you type a minute, if you know? 


A. I was never timed. 

Q. Isee. What are the capabilities and skills required in the task 
that you now perform at Marie Phillips? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, your Honor. I don’t think it’s been 
established that she has any particular competency in that area. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: First of all, you are an IBM operator? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I am. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Don’t you really want to know 
what she has to do? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, in addition to knowing the nature — 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, if you’re asking her what capabilities and 
functions are required, I don’t know how she knows what Marie Phillips 
requires. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) I withdraw the question and I simply ask 
you, is training required before you were able to assume your present 
duties? 
MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, your Honor, as to whether training 


was required. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Well, was training — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Was training given to you? Were you trained 


before you assumed your present duties? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Would you please tell us what you do on 
your job presently at the plant? A. Well, I set up cards, a record of 
each store in particular and we set up in an order so that our IBM-632 
reader can put the information on an invoice and it’s punching andi I will 
do this continuously until maybe 2:00 o’clock, 2:30, which at that time 
I close out. 

Q. Does your job require you to do some typing? A. Yes, 
throughout the whole day I have to. 

Q. You could not perform these duties without typing? al You 
could look at the keys. I mean, there is no pressure as to speed, but - 

Q. Typing is a part of the job? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Is there knowledge of the IBM card file required? 

MR. BROWN: Objection, knowledge required. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Do you perform your job satisfactorily? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I do. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And was this something that required train- 
ing or teaching? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection again. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is sustained. Please, when you 


use the word “required”, it calls for this witness to state what Marie Phil- 


lips believes is necessary. Now, that’s up to Marie Phillips. If you want 


to ask her was she given training in connection with this IBM-632 or what- 
ever it was, go ahead and ask her. And if so, what training and that sort 
of thing. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Well, the real — the question is a simple 
question. You could not do this job, could you, without some sort of 
breaking in or training. 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, leading, your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No, you cannot perform it without knowledge. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) In other words, you have to be taught this 
job? A. Definitely. 

Q. Now, who taught you your duties or how to perform your 
duties? A. My boss. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And who is your boss? 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Who is your boss? A. Sal Malluzzo. 


Q. Now, do you have anything to do with the manufacture of 
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dresses in the shop? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. Very broad. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, that is a very broad question, counsel. 
I suppose that everybody in the whole shop has something to do with the 
manufacture of dresses. 
MR. SUDARSKY: Withdrawn. 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Do you work on the dresses in any way? 
MR. BROWN: Objection. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


THE WITNESS: No, I don’t. 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Your duties are simply clerical? A. Yes. 


Q. To operate this IBM equipment? A. Yes. 


Q. And are you set up in a separate and distinct location in th 
plant? A. Well, we’re away from the rest of the women, yes. 3 

Q. You’re separated from the rest of the women who operate the 
sewing machines? A. Yes, we are. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you handle the dresses at all? 

THE WITNESS: We have to verify styles. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And how do you do that? 

THE WITNESS: There is a card after each count listing styles and 
quantity. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you touch the dresses at all? 

THE WITNESS: I have to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have to. You have to find out whether 
you’ve got the right styles and the right number, is that so? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, on the sleeve. 


572 (10) 


MR. ROSEMERE: Excuse me, sir. I don’t think we got the very 
last part of the answer. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, on the sleeve. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) In touching the garment itself, do you do 
any work on the garment? A. No, I don’t. 

Q. It’s just simply to confirm a number or an order or a card on 
the garment itself? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. Obviously leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I have to verify the size and the style number. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And that is the only reason for touching 
the garment? A. That’s all. 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, once again, if I may request the Re- 
spondent to keep their conversations down so that the witness cannot 

hear them. Certainly if I can hear them, it’s not a hard chore for 
the witness. 

MR. SIEGEL: I’m sorry. I thought we were talking low. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Is this verification that you're talking about 
something that is printed on a card that’s attached to the dress? 


A. Yes, it is. 


Q. And all you are required to do in connection with your oper- 


ation is to look at this card and verify it? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, leading, your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is leading, but I think that it’s so prelimi 
nary. That is all ‘that you do, isn’t it? You go over to the dresses and 


look at the card on it to find out whether it’s the right style and the 
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right card to see if it conforms with the information on your card? | | 
THE WITNESS: I have to verify that information with what’s writ- 
ten on the book. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And you check that information? A. Yes. 


Q. And outside of that you have nothing to do with the dresses or 


the garment itself? A. No. 

Q. Now, are your functions performed sitting or standing? 

A. When pulling cards, I am standing. When running the machine, Tm 
sitting down. : 

Q. A majority of the day, is a majority of the day spent sitting at 
your IBM machine or what portion of the day is spent sitting at the IBM 
machine? A. Well, it could balance out. I could spend the same 
amount of time standing up as sitting down. ! 

Q. Well, will you describe for us generally your duties in the ‘course 
of the day, just what you do? A. We invoice the stores that purchase 
the dresses and that is — depends on the quantity of dresses that are go- 
ing out and, like I say, at 2:00 o’clock or 2:30, we close out and at that 
time I do a style analysis recap to verify the quantity of dresses and the 
price total and then the invoice analysis. 

Q. All that you’re dealing with, actually, is clerical in nature. end 
the records of the shop pertaining to billing functions, et cetera? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, your Honor. It’s conclusionary land 
it’s leading. | 


TRIAL EXAMINER: It is conclusionary, it is leading, and I will 


overrule the objection. Do you understand the question? All the work 
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that you do is typing, operating the machines, pulling files or whatever 
they are, pulling cards and checking the dress, that’s what you do, is that 
correct? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Your entire day is spent dealing with figures, 
isn’t that correct? A. Yes, it is. 

MR. SUDARSKY: That’s it. No further questions, Mr. Examiner. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Let us start at the actual machines that you 
work on. I understand you testified that there’s an IBM some number 
card sorter, is that correct? A. A 632 reader, a 632 puncher and 
calculator and a 632 typewriter. 

Q. Fine. Now, when the material, the IBM cards, which I assume 
has on it in the proper punches and so forth the name of the account 
and the account number, et cetera, am I correct? A. Mm-hmm. 

Q. Is fed into the reader? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. The machine by electronic impulse picks up whatever the card 
is telling it and the electric typewriter prints on it on to the invoices, am 
I correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, after you have put the card into the electric reader and 
the electric typewriter, the IBM typewriter is automatically printing on 
the invoice, the material dictated to it by the card, what is your function? 

In other words, where you you interrupt the automatic reading by 


the typewriter? Do you follow my question? A. Mm-hmm. 


Q. Would you answer, please? A. It will do it automatically 


as soon as it prints invoice number. From there I have to key in, type 


572 (13) 


in first the number of the order, verifying if it belongs to that card. 
Q. Now, the number of the order, if I may stop you as we go 


along in this process so that the record will be clear — 
MR. SIEGEL: May I ask the witness be permitted to finish? He 


asked her what point she picks up and I think she was telling him. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I think he’s helping out the witness. | 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) You say you pick up and key the number? 


A. The number of the order, the department. 

Q. In other words, you interrupt the machine’s automatic printing 
and type this in on to the invoice? A. Well, it’s done itself. It’s on 
a belt. It’s like in the memory of the machine and knows it has to stop 
after it prints invoice number. | 

Q. In other words, it prints invoice number and its memory belt 
tells it to stop? A. Yes. : 

Q. Then what do you do? A. Then I have to type in the ordei 

number, department number, if it’s going to be insured, how it! is 
going and if there is a dating on the order. | 

Q. In other words, a billing date? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, after you have typed in that material, what then happens? 
Does the machine then continue? A. I start it. | 

Q. You key it back to itself, in other words, is that right? A. I 
start the program belt going again. | 

Q. I see. Now, the electric typewriter starts once again typing on 
to the invoice what the card is dictating to it, is that correct? A. Yes, 
which comes down to style. | 


Q. Fine. Now, what happens now when the card and the electric 
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typewriter take over again? A. It will stop after it punches and prints 
style number. I have to key it. 

Q. On to the invoice? A. Yes. 

Q. I see. A. And it is also punching on the card. 

Q. Yes. A. Then I have to key in the quantity of dresses. 

Q. Now, you say the quantity of dresses. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: One dozen, three dozen, 20, something like that? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) In other words, under the column on the in- 
voice which says “Quantity” you might write 10 or 20 to indicate quantity? 
A. It’s keyed in whatever they want — 2, 3, 4, whatever they want. 

Q. How do you key in? Do you actually type in the number? 

A. No, I don’t type. I key in. There’s a difference. 

Q. Well, briefly — A. It’s a separate machine which will pick 
up on the puncher. 

Q. After you have keyed in the quantity and the — what else did 
you say that you had to key in? A. Strictly quantity. From there it 
will start again automatically. 


Q. What will it now print again automatically? A. The price 


of the dress. Then it will compute and then print the total, subtotal so 


far of that style. 
Q. I see. A. And if there’s more than one, they’ll continue 
punching the style and then I have to key in quantity. 
Q. You have to key in quantity? A. Yes. 
2435 TRIAL EXAMINER: May I be heard for a moment? 
MR. BROWN: Of course, your Honor. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I’m really wondering what’s being litigated right 


now before me. I’m wondering if the parties don’t agree that the IBM 
operators are clerical employees, but that they differ as to whether they’re 
office clerical or plant clerical employees. I’m wondering if that’s the situ- 
ation. Now, maybe there’s an agreement that plant clerical aeniovees but 
that Respondent says, well, nonetheless, plant clerical employees should not 
be included in the unit. I think that Respondent is saying and taking the 
position that they are office clerical employees and should not be included 
in the unit for that reason. 

MR. SIEGEL: That is our position, that the duties performed by this 
job are entirely clerical in nature and do not begin to even approach what 
the Board has normally considered to be a plant clerical. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So now I’m wondering, now, Mr. Brown, do 
you dispute that these employees perform clerical functions? 

MR. BROWN: No, I don’t think I can dispute that as much as you 
see it. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: So that shouldn’t you people be getting not at 
the issue of whether IBM employees are clerical employees, but whether 
they’re office or clerical employees. 

MR. ROSEMERE: If I may, I understand you meant office or’ plant 
clerical? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Office or plant clerical is what I meant. | 

MR. BROWN: Of course, and one of the criteria in distinguishing bet- 
ween the two is in our opinion is exactly how much clerical work is done. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Go ahead. | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, you’ve told us very nicely what exactly 
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you do with the machine. Now, prior to putting the reader on and al- 
lowing the electric typewriter to do its function with you interposing 
whatever you have to do on to the invoice, what has already happened? 
In other words, what information has come to your attention before you 
can write out the invoice? A. The cards we’ve pulled from the dress 
rack. 

Q. Now, the cards you pulled from the dress rack. And where is 
this dress rack when you pull the cards from it? A. It’s right opposite 
our machines. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How far from your machine? A few feet? 
Ten feet? Twenty feet? | 

THE WITNESS: It’s from me to him. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. About twelve, fifteen feet, right, 
gentlemen? 

MR. BROWN: Twelve, fifteen. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, how does the dress rack get to be placed 
twelve feet away from you? Does any other employee bring it there? 

A. Yes, they do. 

Q. And from where do these dresses come, if you know? A. Well, 
they write up, they’re the ones who write up the styles, dates and the 
quantity. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who are “they”? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Who are “they”? A. You want me to men- 


tion names? 


Q. No, the department. In other words, what department do these 


employees work in who bring you the rack of dresses? A. I don’t 
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know what they would be called. They work right opposite us over on 
this side. 2 

Q. You're designating on your left side? A. If Pm sitting at 
my machine, yes. 

Q. It’s to your left. I believe the record shows that they are the 
shipping department. Now, when these employees bring you the rack of 
dresses, I understand your testimony to be that there is hanging on the 
front dress of each order a little envelope in which is the card of the 
order, is that correct? A. It’s a folder. | 

Q. A folder? <A. Yes. 

Q. And the folder is hung over the hanger of the first dress of each 
order, is that correct? A. The last dress. | 

Q. Oh, the last dress, excuse me. Now, I assume you must take 
the cards out of the folder or the information that’s out of the folder or 
take the folder off the hanger? A. After I’ve counted the dresses, yes. 

Q. You say you have to count the dresses? What do you do first? 
Do you take the information out of the folder or read the folder? | 
A. I count the dresses per style and then I would verify it with the 
folder. 2 


Q. Isee. And how do you count the dresses? A. By the top 


of the hangers. 
Q. In other words, you grab on to each dress and count and! push 
it down or back as you’re counting, you’re actually moving the Gress or 
touching the dress? A. The hanger. | 
Q. The hanger? A. Yes. 


Q. I-see. And as you are counting the dresses, you’re also keeping 
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in your mind the'style that you’re counting, is that correct? 
A. Mm-hmm. 

Q. Now, after you have counted the dresses and the styles, you say 
that you then take the information out of the folder, is that correct? 
A. There is no more — no information in the folder. It’s just an IBM 
card which has the name and address which I mentioned before. 

Q. Oh, I see, and, in other words — I don’t mean to confuse you. 


I’m just trying to! get the information here. In other words, there hasn’t 


been a count of the dresses and of the style number until you do it? 


A. That’s written up by the other department, but I don’t take that out 
of the folder. That remains in the folder. All I remove from the folder 
is the name and address card for my reader. 

Q. And when you punch in, when you — after you put your card 
into the electric IBM reader and it dictates to the IBM machine what to 
print on the invoice and you have told us you key in the quantity and 
style, you do this from your knowledge gained by actually counting the 
dresses, is that correct? A. If they verify. with the folder, there is a 
sheet of paper in‘ there, I told you, listing dates, style number and quantity. 

Q. Right. A. From there I will get my information if it has 
already verified with the dresses on the rack, but I cannot remember 

thousands of dresses on the rack, so I have to verify that information 
and if it’s correct, then I take it from the folder. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And if it’s not correct, what do you do? 

THE WITNESS: I go back to that other department and they have 
to correct it. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You go back to the department where they 
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came from and tell them you don’t have the right number of dresses?’ 
THE WITNESS: At the time I’m counting them. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Because maybe the card will call for eight 


Style No. 36 and there are only seven Style No. 36, and you tell them 


you don’t have the right quantity? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And then they'll correct it? They'll bring 
another dress or change the cards? 

THE WTINESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, let’s take a hypothetical situation. | Take 
the order called for 300 Style 200 and you count and find out that you 
only have two and a half dozen of this style. Is it your practice to take 
the rack physically and roll it back to that department? A. No. 

Q. What is— A. I just bring the folder and tell them that 
I’m minus so many dresses on this style. 3 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Whom do you tell? 

THE WITNESS: I believe you called it the shipping demiet 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, is there any particular, you can name the 
person if you can recall. Who is the person that you normally go to? 
Would it be Mr. Malluzzo or somebody else? 

THE WITNESS: I just know her first name is Millie. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Millie? A. Yes. 

Q. Would it be Millie Ferrarri? A. I don’t know her last name. 

Q. Now, after, let’s say, let’s continue on this line that you found 
a mistake. You tell this Millie that you as an a hypothetical situation are 
a half a dozen short. What does she then do, if anything? A. She’ll 
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go back and count them again. 

Q. She'll go back with you in your department and count them in 
your department? A. Yes, on the rack. 

Q. And let’s say that she says, “Yes, you know you're right. We 
are a half a dozen short.” What does she then do? A. Well, then, 

she’ll put the dresses, if we have them, on to what the order called 
for in the first place. 

Q. Where does she get these dresses from? A. They’re in the 
stock. 

Q. Well, how close is the stock to you? A. It’s quite a ways 
down in the factory. 

Q. Well, does she wheel the rack down to the stock? A. Defi- 
nitely no. She’ll get the information how many she needs and then she’ll 
get them. Meanwhile I’m still pulling. As soon as I give her the cards 
with the error, then I go back and continue. 

Q. By continuing, you mean counting another rack? A. Yes. 
I'll leave a spot open for where the card belongs. 

Q. I see. ‘Now, at the end of the day, is it not true that you are 
left with a pile of IBM cards that are stored in a place other than in your 
department? A. By a pile of IBM cards, which are you referring to? 


Q. You tell me. Is it or is it not a fact that at the end of the day 


you find in your department that you have as a result of your day’s work 


some cards that have to now be brought to another department for storage? 
A. No. That’s not within my department. Those are just strictly style 
cards and it’s the space cards and the total cards. The ones that we've 


punched up, the ones we use for the style analysis and the invoice register, 
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we have to assume that everything checks out okay, I mail them. I don’t 
mail them personally, but they go to our New York office. 

Q. Mm-hmm. Now, you testified that you were taught by Mr! 
Malluzzo. How long after you started on your job did Mr. Malluzzo start 
to train you as to your operations? A. The same day we came. : 

Q. I see. We came? You mean there was more than one girl? 
A. Yes. : 

Q. How many girls work in your department with you? A. ’'m 
just alone now. 

Q. And how many girls originally came with you? A. One, 

Q. One other? A. One. | 


Q. So that at the time you started working, there were two of you, 


is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. And you both did essentially the same functions? A. Yes. 

Q. And how long did Mr. Malluzzo train you? How long a train- 
ing period was it? A. I believe I started on February 24th or 25th, 
I’m not sure. The actual work I’m doing now under supervision, of ‘course. 

Q. So, in other words, it was four days after you began your em- 
ployment with the company that you started performing your operation, 
is that correct? A. I’ve had previous IBM experience. : 

Q. Now, other than the typing on the invoice, keying in the quantity, 
et cetera, as you have so testified, does your job require any other typing 
on the electric typewriter? A. If it’s going to be shipped to one ad- 
dress and charged to another, then I have to type in where it’s going to be 
charged to, name of the store, address and state; if there is special ship- 


ping information, I have to also type that in. 
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Q. And after you’re through typing in this shipping information on 


the invoice, you type it on the invoice, you say? A. Yes. 

Q. By the way, how do you know if there are special shipping in- 
structions? A. It will be right on the folder itself, either on the order 
or on the other ‘page, which also lists the name and address of the com- 
pany. 

Q. After you are through entering in your or performing your duty, 
what happens to the dresses that are still on the rack? A. Well, we'll 
take the invoices. There are six in all, and the first four we'll — they go 
back to the rack, again verifying style and quantity and then we leave 
them there. 

Q. And how do they move on? A. Well, there’s another man 
who comes and checks that if they are parcel post, UPS, whichever way 
they’re going. Then he will take them, turn them around for the packers 
to box them and eventually ship them out. 

Q. Now, do you know in which department this man works, the one 
who wheels the racks over to the shippers? A. I just consider him a 
mail man, because he takes care of the mail. 

Q. Now, when — has the occasion ever arisen when you have been, 
when it’s been necessary for you to wheel the rack away? A. No. 

Q. How does this mail man, as you call it, known when to come 
over and take the rack away? A. He’ll see it’s full. When the last 
count, the rack has an invoice on it, then he’ll know that that rack is 
completed. 

Q. Does he stay in your department all the time? A. No. He’ll 


come and check. 
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Q. He comes over frequently all the time to check the rack? | 


A. He knows approximately how many racks we have. 

Q. I see. A. And when he hears the machine stop, he knows 
we're handling invoices. Then when we start running them again, he'll 

come over and assume that they’re completed. | 

Q. I see. During the course of an average day, how many times 
would you estimate that this mail man would come over and wheel a rack 
away? A. I can’t count the times. It’s frequent. 

Q. A dozen, two dozen? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How many times an hour, does he come! over 
as often as once an hour? 

THE WITNESS: Half of the time I’m not concentrating hed he’s 
coming. I’m concerned with my work on the machine. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you know whether he comes over as often 
as once an hour? | 

THE WITNESS: I would say more than that, but I can’t give you a 
definite answer. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) But you would know it to be more than once 
an hour? A. Yes. 

Q. Is it a fair statement that you spend your entire working iday 
working between the racks and the machines? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, I’ll object to that question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Do you understand my question? A.: You 
mean I’m just concerned with the dresses that are going out and operating 


my machine? 
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Q. Essentially, yes. A. Well, that’s all I’m involved with, yes. 


Q. Do you — I assume you must have a lunch break? A. Yes. 


Q. Where do you eat your lunch? A. I have a friend on the 
sewing machines. 

Q. You eat with her? A. Mm-hmm. 

Q. And where does she eat? A. At her sewing machine. 

Q. Do you have a separate rest room for your convenience? 

Yes — no, it’s with the rest. 

Q. With the rest of who? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: With the rest of the women employees? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 


* * * 


Courtroom 262 
Federal Building 
Main Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 


Monday, 26 June, 1967 
FRANK RAMETTA 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and having 
been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: State your name and address? 

THE WITNESS: Frank Rametta, 311 Hartford Avenue, Wethersfield, 
Connecticut. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mr. Rametta, will you please relax on the 

witness stand and try to keep your voice up clear and loud so we can all 


hear you? A. I will try. 
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Q. Now, will you please tell us what your official position and title 
is with the respondent Marie Phillips, Inc? A. I am the President of 
| 
the Company. 


Q. You are the president of the company? A. That’s right. 

Q. How long have you been associated with Marie Phillips? : 
A. Oh, about thirty-six or thirty-seven years. | 

Q. Now, how long ago did you start in the dress manufacturing 
business? A. 1917. | 

Q. And have you been in the dress business since 1917? A. Yes. 

Q. And in what town have you operated all those years? | 
A. Hartford. | 

Q. Can you tell us just a little bit briefly of the background of the 
business, how you started in business and where you started in business 

and with whom you started in business? A. Well, as a young boy 
I was working as a janitor at the Connecticut Life Insurance Company and 
I met a girl which is my wife today, Mary Rametta and we got married. 
She happened to be working in one of those blouse manufacturers in Hart- 
ford with her sister Miss Minnie Pricone and after I got married my wife 
wanted to go back to work and I said no. She started to do a little work 
home and take a few blouses to the place where I was working and sell 
them to the girls the bookkeepers and the telephone girls and I started that 
way and when Mrs. Pricone her sister in — well they quit their jobs and 
we cleaned out our living room and put three machines there and that’s 
the way we started. | 

Q. And eventually did you and Minnie Pricone your sister-in-law 


continue as principals in the business? A. Right. 
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And your wife Mary resigned and became a wife and house- 


A. That’s right. 

Does Minnie Pricone have any formal education, your sister-in- 

A. No. 

Now, what did you call the business when you first started? 

The Hartford Silk Company. 

And eventually did you incorporate that business? A. Yes. 

And had employees to do the work? A. Yes. 

When did you become Marie Phillips, Inc? A. In 1936 or I 
think °35. 

Q. Now, where were you located at that time? A. On Pine 
Street. 

Q. In Hartford? A. Yes. 

Q. When did you move into the Chestnut Street building? 

A. Oh, we were there before we moved to Pine Street and from Pine 
we went back again to the same place where we are today. 

Q. How long have you been located at the Chestnut Street build- 
ing? A. Gosh, about twenty-five or thirty years. 

Q. In addition to the Chestnut Street building are there any other 
buildings in which you operate the company? A. Well, we have a 
little more room and we asked the landlord for the other building in the 
corner. 

Q. The building on Walnut Street? A. Yes and we got a little 
space there for cutting and in next October it will be all in the same 
building. Where we are was temporary. 


Q. Now, the business as it consists today is primarily devoted to 
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the manufacture of dresses in the women’s wear, is that right? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. And do you make any men’s clothing? A. No. 

Q. Strictly women’s wear? A. Right. 

Q. And you have today at the Chestnut Street plant the major 
portion of the manufacturing facilities? A. That is right. 

Q. What portion of the operation is now housed in the Walnut 
Street building? A. Walnut Street? 

Q. Yes? A. Well, we just store some goods there and do some 
cutting. : 

Q. Is the cutting department now in the Walnut Street building? 
A. Yes. i 

Q. And the machine operators are located in the Chestnut Stheet 
building? A. Yes. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did I understand you to say before that pious 
operation at Walnut Street is temporary? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When did you begin the operation at the 
Walnut Street building? 

THE WITNESS: About a year ago, something like that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You intended to move everything back? 

THE WITNESS: We got the lease already and in October we will be 


all in one place. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) You are operating now on just the second 


floor of the Chestnut Street building? A. Right. We have a oe of 


the first floor to use for storage. 
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Q. Now, several years ago did you have some experience as a union 
shop? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How many years ago was that? A. Oh, I think a little over 
thirty years. 

Q. Over thirty years ago? A. Yes. 

Q. And from that time to the present have you had any difficulty 
with union organization? A. No. 

Q. So this is the first time in thirty years that difficulty of this 
kind has been a problem facing you? A. Yes. 

Q. In that time has your organization and you personally always 
employed — strike that. Have you always complied with all the local 

town ordinances? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Have you had any difficulty with the town, 
state or federal laws in the past thirty years? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Never. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Have you always had your operation meet 


all of the requirements of the local, state and federal laws? A. Yes, 


sir. I am proud about that, too. 
Q. Would you describe your business as a family business? 
A. Yes sir, it is. 
Q. And you have great pride in this business? A. All my life. 


Q. And you yourself are of how many years of age? A. I will 
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be seventy-four on Columbus Day, October 12, 1967. 


Q. And your sister-in-law Minnie Pricone? A. Seventy-three. 

Q. And in the last few years she has had difficulty with her health 
failing her? A. Very much. 

Q. In the last few years have you yourself had problems of health? 

A. Well, I have had it pretty tough. I was operated on in 1965 
and in 1967 — December 1966, I’m sorry. I was operated on at Saint 
Francis Hospital and I didn’t go back to my business until January 1, 1967. 

Q. Now, is the dress manufacturing business a tough business, Mr. 
Rametta? A. Yes. : 

Q. A highly competitive business? A. I know it is. 

Q. And the samller shops in the Hartford area have been unable to 
continue operations for many years? A. Yes. | 

Q. And they failed? A. Very few have hung around so long. 

Q. And Marie Phillips is one of those that has been able to con- 
tinue in business this period of time in the Hartford area? A. Right. 

Q. Without undue modesty is it true that you are the chief man in 
Marie Phillips? A. I am. | 


Q. Could the business function without you? A. I doubt it. 
Q. Could your sister-in-law Minnie Pricone run the business without 


you? A. No. 


Q. You have no son of your own? A. No, sir. 
Q. Mrs. Pricone does have sons? A. Yes. ! 
Q. The treasurer of the company is Mr. Sal Pricone who testified 


here before? A. Yes. 


Q. Do you believe that this business could be operated without you 


572 (30) 


by Mrs. Pricone and her sons if anything happened to you? A. I 
doubt it very much. 

Q. Now, is it true that in the years leading up to the last year 
prior to 1966 that every once and a while a union organizer or a union 
labor — a labor union would approach Marie Phillips employees with 
leaflets or booklets pertaining to union activities? A. They have been 
telling me you know they have been coming in once a year or every Six 
months. 

Q. And this has been sort of a regular procedure as long as you 
can remember? A. Yes. 

Q. Once a year they come in with leaflet and booklets? A. I 
can’t say may be every six or eight months. I didn’t pay much attention 

to it to tell you the truth. 


Q. How long has this been going on? A. For a long time. 


Q. Did this have any real significance as far as you were concerned? 
MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) It did not? A. No. 


Q. In other words, if I understand you correctly every so often 
leaflets and booklets pertaining to the benefits of the union or what the 
union could do for the employees were distributed to your employees and 
you have not tried to stop this or prevent it and it was not really signi- 
ficant as far as you were concerned? A. No sir. 

Q. And you allowed these booklets to be distributed? A. Why 


not? 
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Q. Have you ever refused to take — withdrawn. When you inter- 
view employees generally speaking is it you who hires employees when 
you are there at the shop? A. I didn’t get that. | 

Q. Do you have, generally speaking, the duty of hiring employees, 


do you hire the employees? A. Yes, I do. I interview them and 


hire them. 


Q. Have you ever questioned an employee about their past record 


with a union when you hire an employee? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) You do not? A. No. 

Q. For example, do you recall the witness Concetta Comte who 
testified here on the stand? A. Yes. 

Q. And you have been present throughout these proceedings from 
moming to night? Is the answer yes? A. Yes. | 

Q. You see, Mr. Rametta, you have to say yes or no so the reporter 
can get it? A. I’m sorry. | 

Q. When you employed Mrs. Cambria did you know that she had 
been a chair lady in the Lady Youth Company? A. Yes. 

Q. Prior to coming to seek employment with your shop? re Yes. 

Q. And you gave her a job in spite of that? A. Yes. | 

Q. Now, how about the employee Louis Greca, where did he come 

from? A. Well, he came from — he’s from Hartford andj he was 
working in New Britain, at the Park Fashion. 


Q. And is the Park Fashion in New Britian a union shop? 
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A. Yes, sir. 
Q. He left that job and came to work for you? A. Right, in 
1966. 
In 1966? AL Kes. 
In what portion of 1966? A. I can’t really recall. 


Was it in the summer or spring of 1966? A. It was in the 


The spring of 1966? A. The spring or early summer, I don’t 


Did you question him about the union? A. No. 
You gave him a job with no questions asked? A. Right. 
Vina Santuccio is an employee of yours? A. Yes. 
Can you tell us when she came to seek a job? A. It was I 
think over a year ago. I can’t recall the date. 
Q. What shop did she come from? A. Her and three other wo- 
men came from Phoenix Dress. 


Q. Four women employees came from Phoenix Dress? A. That’s 


right. 


Q. Was it a union shop? A. It was a union shop. 


Q. What happened to that shop? A. It closed, it went out of 
business and they came to ask for a job in our place. 

Q. And did you know Vina Santuccio’s background that she was 
an employee of that shop? A. Yes, I knew that she was employed 
there because she told me and I knew all the time because I knew her 
husband. I knew that she was chair lady there. 


Q. You knew she was chairlady of the union organization there? 
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A. That is right. 

Q. For the Phoenix Dress Shop? A. Right. 

Q. And you employed her and the other three women? A. ‘Yes. 

Q. Without any questions? A. No questions whatsoever. i 

Q. Now, last summer 1966 did the employees Benny Fimma and 
Tommy Spada work for you or had they left you? A. They had 
worked for us for a long time, especially Benny. He worked for us fif- 


teen or sixteen years. I don’t really remember. He left last summer.) 


Q. He left? A. Yes and after a while he come back and asked 
| 


for a job again and — 


Q. You gave him the job? A. Yes. 


Q. He left some other place of employment? A. Yes. 

Q. And he left you after fifteen years? A. Yes. 

Q. Apparently he didn’t like it somewhere else and you gave him 
his job back? A. Right. 

Q. What about Tommy Spada? A. The same thing with Tom 
Spada. He went out and went to work at some other place which i 
understand is a union shop. 

Q. He got into a place that had a union shop? A. That is 
right. | 

Q. And he didn’t like it? A. He was telling me every night as 
soon as I got home he called me and cried and wanted to come back and 
for me to give him his job back. Well, I told my nephew, “Do the best 
you can, give the job back to him and just forget what he did.” 

Q. You took him back, the shop gave him back his job? 

A. Right. 
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Q. So you have had no overt action or prejudice against a union as 
such? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) I would like to digress from the continuity 
of my Direct Examination Mr. Rametta and ask you on a very short sub- 
ject, has there been any change in the I.B.M. job in the last year or two? 
A. No. 

Q. In other words, in the last several months has the job been the 
same in spite of the fact that employees may have changed in the I.B.M. 
department, would you say that the physical set up and duties are the 
same? 

MR. BROWN: I object, your Honor, I must interrupt this nice dis- 
cussion that is going on here. I feel these questions can be asked by 
other than plain leading questions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of course, counsel you are leading. I know 


that you are interested primarily in saving time but there are so many 


ways to phrase a question without leading still save time. For example, 


you could ask Mr. Rametta have there been any changes or have not there 
been any changes in the I.B.M. operation within the past couple of years. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Would you answer that question? A.No 
change. This I.B.M. originated in the New York office and the cards from 
there come all made and we continue to do the same thing right along 
with no changes at all. 


Q. When was the I.B.M. set up originated? A. Over a year ago. 
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Q. About a year ago, over a year ago? A. That is right. 
Q. . And for whose chief benefit and at whose request was the 1.B.M. 
unit created? 


MR. BROWN: Objection. I find that immaterial. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
THE WITNESS: It came from the New York office, our office | 


manager there and he set up this thing here for the office. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Well, who is in charge, immediately in charge 
of the LBM. department? A. Sal Melluzzo. | 

Q. And do you have any office clericals other than the I-B.M.? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. i 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Is it true or not true that the I.B.M. depart 
ment was created to assist Sal Melluzzo with his bookkeeping problems? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) That is true? A. Yes. 

Q. And it was at his request as well as the accountant’s in New 
York? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you have any formal offices in the company plant at Chest 
nut Street, formal offices as such? 

MR. BROWN: Objection as to the word formal offices. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. You have an office there, don't 
you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, a little one. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: You have a little office there and maybe Mr. 
Melluzzo has a little office there? 

THE WITNESS: He has a little desk and a telephone. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have any offices as such where there are 
girls working in an office? 

THE WITNESS: In the office. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Like in your office or next to you? 

THE WITNESS: At Hartford? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes? 

THE WITNESS: Not a private office. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The only girls that do clerical work are these 
I.B.M. girls? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) There are no other secretaries or typists 
other than the I.B.M. girls? A. No. 

MR. BROWN: Objection as to characterizing them as secretaries or 
typists. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I am not going to find anything just because 
of the question. 

MR. SUDARSKY: The question was other than — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just continue. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mr. Rametta, getting down to the point of 


the charges, when did you first seriously - when did you first become 
aware of the fact that there was a union organization activity going on at 
Marie Phillips; on what date if you recall? A. Well, the first time 


was when Mr. Cooper came with three other men, his assistants around 
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January 18th or 19th. 

Q. ‘It has been established that Mr. Cooper came to see you on or 
about January 19, 1967. Is that in keeping with your recollection of the 
date or approximate date? A. I think it was around the 18th or 19th 
after I come home from the hospital, the week after. 

Q. The week after you come out of the hospital? <A. I came 

back to work and I think it was the 7th and there was — it was the 
week after the 19th, around the 19th. | 

Q. Around the 19th? A. That is right. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is it your testimony, Mr. Rametta, that before 
the 19th or 18th of January you had no knowledge of any union organs 
ization in the plant, that is your testimony? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, I ask you if you had no direct or in- 
direct knowledge of any union activity before January 19, 1967? | 

MR. BROWN: Objection, as to the form of the question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. BROWN: He either had knowledge or he didn’t. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I didn’t have knowledge, any knowledge. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) In other words, it was a complete surprise 
| 


to you? A. Yes. 

Q. Did your sister-in-law Minnie Pricone ever tell you prior | to 
January 19, 1967 that there was any union activity while you were ill? 
A. No. 
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Q. Or anybody else at the shop? A. No. 

Q. Now, the question is important, Mr. Rametta, because you are 
charged by the National Labor Relations Board, you are charged in a com- 
plaint that has been issued against you with this specific allegation. That 
on November 7, 1966 and November 14, 1966 you, Frank Rametta of- 
fered and granted employees wage increases on condition that they reject 
the union. Now, I have combed through some 1800 pages of transcript 
and looked through my notes and searched my mind and memory and 
some of these charges are supported by no evidence and some are sup- 
ported by a writing in the transcript or my notes meaning that some 
testimony has come forth from the stand and I cannot tell you anything 
else on this charge except to simply ask you whether or not it is true 
that on November 7, 1966 and November 14, 1966 you, Frank Rametta, 
offered and granted employees wage increases on the condition that they 
reject the union, is that true? 

MR. JACOBSON: I object to the form of that question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Not true. 

(By Mr. Sudarsky) It is not true? A. No. 
You categorically deny the allegation? 
Yes. 


In fact you had no knowledge there was any union activity of 


any kind at that date? A. Right. 

Q. Can you tell me when you went into the hospital, Mr. Rametta, 
the very date you went in? A. I think it was either December 6th 
or 7th. 
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Q. Of 1966? A. Right. 
Q. Prior to your going into the hospital were you at the plant daily? 
A. Yes. 


Q. So you were physically present in the plant during the month of 
November? A. Right. 
Q. You did not at that time know of union activity? A. No, 


sir. 

Q. You specifically deny this allegation of the complaint? 
A. Right. | 

Q. No truth to it? A. No. | 

Q. Now, the complaint also says that not you specifically but that 
on November 4, 1966 your sister-in-law Minnie Pricone interrogated em- 
ployees concerning their union activities and threatened employees er 
plant closing and loss of overtime if the union came in. Now, I can "t 

help you with respect to the testimony on this but I ask you if in 
your presence on November 4th and even though it is repetitious that 
you have said that you had no knowledge of union activity I ask you in 
your presence if Minnie Pricone ever interrogated employees concerning 
their union activity and threatened employees with plant closing and loss 
of overtime if the union came in? A. No. | 

Q. On November 4th? A. No. | 

Q. On November 7th, 1966 in your presence did Minnie Pricone 
ever interrogate employees concerning their union activity? A. No. 

Q. And if she had done so would you know about it, Mr. Rametta? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, Mr. Rametta, have you at any time 
ever heard your sister-in-law threaten employees, never mind about No- 
vember 4th at any time up to the present time have you ever heard your 
sister-in-law threaten employees with plant closing? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

MR. BROWN: At any time, your Honor. 

THE WITNESS: On this here question, counselor, I want to say that 
if anybody proves in the last thirty-five years that they were fired or any- 
thing at all from me or Mrs. Pricone they can’t prove it because we never 
fired anybody. 

MR. BROWN: I ask that the testimony be stricken as unresponsive 
to the question. The question called for a yes or no answer and the man 
is making a speech. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. Motion denied. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) In other words, it is true that you and your 
sister-in-law never fired anybody? A. No. 

Q. You have never threatened to fire anybody at Marie Phillips? 

A. No. 
Q. You have had times when business is not been good in recent 


years, have you not, Mr. Rametta? A. Yes. 


Q. Have you ever laid off an employee because business was not 


good? A. No. That applies to 1966 and I could prove what a tough 
year it was. The’ books are there and we still kept our hours and over- 


time. We have proceeded to do the same thing right along until today. 
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Q. In other words 1966 was a poor year for the company? 
A. Yes, sir 
Q. And you didn’t cut back on your overtime? A. No, sir.! | 
Q. What is the policy on overtime? Mr. Melluzzo has testified | 
that the company pays regular time for thirty-five hours and I think thete 
is a stipulation on this and time and a half for overtime over thirty-five 


hours? A. Right. | 


Q. Have the women in your shop, these employees of yours CO 
tinued to work more than thirty-five hours in spite of the fact that the 
company was losing money? A. Well, they love to work forty hours 
which we granted them and really I don’t need them because in my busi- 
ness may be two or three weeks at the most in a year in the season I need 
the work in overtime, but we made a policy that is new for over a year 
and a half to work forty hours and pay for forty-two and a half hours. 

Q. To pay for forty-two and a half? A. Yes. 

Q. Did your company make money in 1966? A. No, sir. 

Q. You had a loss in 1966? A. Plenty. 

Q. And you continued this policy throughout 1966? A. Right. 

Q. By the way there is some testimony and I would like to ask 
you if it is true and what you meant by it if it is true. Did you ever 


tell anybody at any time that you were thinking of closing down the shop, 


Marie Phillips? A. No, I got to be dead to close that place, that’s my 


pride. | 
Q. Have you talked about — in front of the employees have you 
talked about your problems, your own personal problems? A. Qh, 


yes, off and on. 
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Q. Now, there is some testimony about a conversation that took 
place outside the shop one day as you were going to work and there was 
present at that time Mr. Fiamma among others, Benny Fiamma where you 
said something about, to refresh your recollection not word for word some- 


thing about, “I don’t need this any more. I could close down, I don "t 


need this any more.” Do you recall anything like that? A. Well, I 


simply said, “You would be sorry by doing all these things here because 
you know my position. I am seventy-four years old and I have been sick 
for two years with poor health.” And I said, “Why you make this thing 
this way, because you know I love this place.” I said, “Don’t make it 

harder for me.” I said, “If it was somebody that didn’t care but I 
am here every day and I love it.” 

Q. Did you tell him you were a wealthy man and you didn’t need 
the business? A. I didn’t say such a thing. I said, “For one thing you 
know that I don’t need this thing here but I love it and it is mine and I 
love everybody.” I didn’t say I would close it or anything else because 
the first thing if I was to close it I got to be dead. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Rametta, maybe I misunderstood you, but 
I think you just testified that you said to Benny Fiamma or maybe some- 
body else, “Why do you make things this way.” 

THE WITNESS: Hard for me personally. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How were they making things this way? 

THE WITNESS: I was in very poor health and I wasn’t feeling so 
good. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What were they doing? 

THE WITNESS: Well, they asked me a lot of questions and I 
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answered those questions and I don’t know what they really — I don’t 
recall what the conversation was. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I am just a little bit confused. You 
asked them, “Why do you make things this way,” and I am asking you 
what they were doing. 
MR. SUDARSKY: I think, Mr. Examiner, I am going to get to 
this. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
MR. SUDARSKY: Chronologically 1 am going to come to this. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: This present answer I would like to have an 


understanding of it, you may go ahead. 
MR. SUDARSKY: I plan to develop it. I will refresh his memory 


chronologically. 

MR. BROWN: I object strenuously to that especially in the presence 
of the witness. The witness has testified to the best of his recollection 
what took place during the conversation with Benny Fiamma. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, he testified to what was said. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I haven’t pinned it down as to dates, places 
and not sufficiently to — | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead,counsel. I don’t want to interfere 
with your direct examination. I don’t understand his answer. | 

MR. SUDARSKY: I don’t either. We are both in the same place. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I was trying to find out from the witness. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I would like to cover this January 19th incident 
first. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, I understood that until January 19th 
until Mr. Cooper came into see you you had no knowledge of any union 
activity? A. No, sir. 

Q. This conversation you are talking about with Mr. Fiamma was 
after? A. Really I don’t remember if it was after or before to tell 
you the truth. 

Q. All right. Now, I want you to recall the day of January 19, 
1967 and in particular your visit from Mr. Cooper, your visit on that day 
from Mr. Cooper, do you recall that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, will you tell the Trial Examiner, Mr. Wilson here and all 
of us in your own words what happened on that day? A. Well, it was 
the lunch hour and because of my health I don’t go out to lunch I take 
a little lunch with me and rest up and Mr. Cooper and three other gentle- 
men came in during my lunch hour and Mr. Melluzzo called me and said 
that they wanted to see me. I went out and I met Mr. Cooper and the 
three other gentlemen there and they told me or Mr. Cooper told me, 
“Mr. Rametta, we got a bunch of cards here signed that your employees 
want us to represent them.” He said, “We advise you to call a priest or 
Mr. Riccutti from the Labor Department and we will show you these 

cards.” Well, I was caught by surprise having my lunch and this 
came all at one time. I don’t — I didn’t know really what to say, I was 
stunned. I said, “Mr. Cooper, I don’t know what to say.”” Well, one of 
his assistants reached his hand in his pocket and he said, “You want to 


see, I will show 'you some cards.” Well, he turned around, excuse me, 


Mr. Examiner, and he put his back to mine and he pulled just a little bit 


of a card from a bunch of cards just about a quarter of an inch and he 
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says, “You want to see the names, here is one here Benny Fiamma.” He 
put it right back into his pocket. I said, “Well, Mr. Cooper I don’t know 
what to say right now. I don’t care what is going on, but I will call you 
tomorrow or the next day on the phone.” He said, “All right, Mr. Re 
metta,” and they left. | 

Q. Now, is this the unexpected visit at noontime? A. Yes, : 
noontime. | 

Q. While you were having your lunch at the shop? A. Right. 

Q. Mr. Cooper and the other gentlemen? A. He had three | 
other gentlemen with him. : 


Q. Did you recognize who they were? A. Well, I think it was 
Arthur and a couple of others I don’t know. | 
Q. Were these employees or union people? A. It was union 


people. | 

Q. All union people? A. That’s right, all union people. 

Q. Four union people? A. Right. 

Q. Mr. Cooper and three others? A. That is right. 

Q. He had this group of cards in his pocket or his hand? | 
A. Well, in his pocket and he pulled it out and he says, “If you want 


to see a name I will show you.” He turned around with his back to me 


and pulled up that envelope and he pulled out one name and it was 


Benny Fiamma and he put it back again and put it in his pocket. 
Q. Was the purpose of this visit to suggest a card count before a 


priest or rabbi? A. That is what I think he meant. 


Q. Or the state labor mediator or an impartial party? A. That 


is right. 
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Q. Did he at any time expressly demand that you negotiate with 


him as a union representative of the employees of Marie Phillips? 
A. No. 

Q. He did not? A. No. 

Q. He simply asked you if you wanted to have an impartial card 

count of the cards that he had in his possession? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. The point is already made. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Sometimes I wonder if Mr. Brown objects just 
for the sake of objecting. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just ask the questions, you have been repe- 
titious quite frequently and I am permitting it. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now then following that visit of January 19, 
1967 did you also receive some correspondence, a letter from Mr. Cooper? 
A. That is right. 

Q. I show you this exhibit which is marked as General Counsel’s 
exhibit number seventy-three which is a letter dated January 19, 1967 and 
I ask you if that is, although it is not the original copy, if it is a copy of 
the letter that you received? A. Right. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, would you ask Mr. Sudarsky 
to show me the letter and possibly counsel for the General Counsel would 
like to see it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, I am sure that he will make it available 
to you and in fact I would like to glance at it if I may. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes, this is already accepted as a full exhibit. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) I show you this letter from the Connecticut 
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Ladies’ Garment Workers Union dated January 19, 1967, is that the letter 


that you received? A. Yes. 

Q. Perhaps it would help if I just read it — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Oh, no, sir. We don’t want to clutter up the 
record that is already in evidence, isn’t it? 

MR. SUDARSKY: The letter is. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you understand from the reading of ‘this 
letter anywhere that there was a demand for recognition by the union as 
a representative of the employees of Marie Phillips? A. No. | 

Q. Did you understand that letter to request an impartial survey | of 
those authorization cards? A. I understand that. 

Q. Now, then following the receipt of this letter did you get in 
touch with your legal counsel? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And who is that, is it Sudarsky & Sudarsky that represents yout 
A. Yes. 

Q. And has been representing you for how many years? 

A. Thirty five years. 

Q. My father? A. Yes. 

Q. And Reuben Sudarsky? A. Charlie Sudarsky and Reuben 
Sudarsky. | 

Q. I ask you whether you and Reuben Sudarsky went down to the 
manufacturers association to discuss the letter that you received from the 
union and the visit from the union? A. That is right. 

Q. Was it around that time the 19th or 20th the very same dey? 
A. I think it was the next day. 
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Q. The very next day? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you seek advice as to what you were allowed under the law 
to do and what you were not allowed to do? A. That was my main 
purpose. 

Q. Your main purpose? A. That is right. 

Q. And who did you have in mind to protect? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you reply to the letter received from the 
union, the letter of January 19th? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And is this General Counsel’s exhibit seventy-four your reply? 


A. Yes, sir. 


Q. The letter from Marie Phillips dated January 24, 1967 is your 


reply to the letter of January 19th? A. Right. 

Q. Now, Mr. Rametta, in replying to the union as you did in 
January 24, 1967. you discussed an election? A. A reply to the union. 

Q. Now, will you tell us what your reply to the union was intended 
by you to communicate? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Well, now we are getting into a subject called 
bad faith under the doctrine of Joy Silk as I understand Mr. Jacobson to 
say that this was'a classic Joy Silk case. Certainly proof of bad faith 
seems to be paramount. I don’t see how we can do that and meet such 


a charge without! going into the workings of a person’s mind and what was 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Objection sustained. 
MR. SIEGEL: I would like to say that I think Mr. Sudarsky’$ 


statement is very well taken and unfortunately the Board does not see fit 


to recognize the realities of life on the subject. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, Mr. Sudarsky. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now then did you receive a reply to your 
letter from the union, did you receive another letter from the union in 
reply to your letter of January 24th? A. Not that I know of. | 

Q. Were you waiting for this petition for an election suggested in 
your letter? A. Right. | 

Q. You had recommended to the union that they file a SEES 
with the National Labor Relations Board for an election to protect your 
employees’ free choice? A. Yes. i 

Q. And was it your primary interest to protect all of your em- 
ployees in seeking this election? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: That’s the main purpose as I said before. Every- 
body knows me in the shop and I have never been to school and never 
been educated and maybe my words are different than a lawyer and I put 
in this claim to help my people which had been in the place for the last 
thirty or thirty-five years and are still there and I am there every day 

with them and I love them. This is not for myself as I said before 
that I don’t need this thing but I love it and I stick there. I have been 
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there almost every day year round for the past thirty-five years and there 
are people who are still there the same time and I can give you the list 
of those still working there. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, some of your employees turned to you 
for help in this matter? A. Right. 

Q. For example this Vina Santuccio, what did she say to you? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, I ask you this question, Mr. Rametta, 
instead of receiving a reply to your letter which you were waiting for or 
some communication what was the next overt action that you remember 
that was taken by the union, was it this February 7, 1967 strike so-called? 
A. I pulled in that morning about half past seven and there was bad 
weather and I saw two buses right in front of the shop. I was so excited 
that I didn’t know what to think. I went inside and I seen people scream- 
ing and saying that they were pushing them inside the buses and some 
didn’t want to get in and some started to walk back and it was such a 
mess that I didn’t really know what happened. 

MR. BROWN: I object to the answer. I am sorry, Mr. Rametta, I 
feel that it is immaterial and I ask that it be stricken. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I am not considering that, you haven’t 


really answered the question. The next overt action of the union after 


you wrote the letter was the calling of the strike on February 7th is that 


correct? 
THE WITNESS: Well, what they did — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: No. Look, the next thing that you knew that 
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this union did after you wrote the letter was to call the strike on February 


7th, is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Mr. Examiner, that was the response I was look: 
ing for. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. I will strike the response. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I claim the response as the overt action taken by 
the union and his describing what happened on this bitter cold day when 
he came to work. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It called for a yes or no answer. 

MR. SUDARSKY: May I have a moment? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) In other words, if I understand you cor- 
rectly the answer to your letter requesting an election or suggesting | ‘an 
election was this so-called action that was taken on February 7th that you 

described? | 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, how can this witness know 
what was the next reaction to that letter. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. JACOBSON: On the union’s part. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And the very next day did you recive or 


shortly thereafter certain charges filed against you by the union? 
A. That is right. 
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Q. And do you recall when that was? A. I can’t recall the date. 

Q. Was it shortly after this occurence of February 7th? 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, I object to this. It is in the formal 
papers and there is no dispute. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t think there is any dispute, Mr. Sudarsky. 
The witness says he doesn’t remember and you can tell him. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) February 10th, a couple of days after this 
and the next thing that happened was that you were served with charges 
made by the union against Marie Phillips? A. Yes. 

Q. In the interim did you, yourself make charges because of this 
February 7th occurrence against the union? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I will ask the Examiner to take judicial notice of 
the fact — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That the charges are in the rejected exhibit file, 
sir, and are available for the Board and the Courts to see if they desire 
and I am aware of them. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Was it always your position as it is now that 
to determine whether or not a majority of the workers of Marie Phillips 
want to belong to the union that there should be an election? 

MR. BROWN: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) The only way you know how to honestly 


determine that issue? A. That is right. 
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Q. Now, the question may be asked you why did yourself not pe- 
tition for an election, Mr. Rametta. What is your answer to that ques- 
tion? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. It is immaterial, it is a matter of law. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 

THE WITNESS: I didn’t get that. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Why did you not petition for an election 
yourself? A. Well, if the letter — 

Q. In this letter you suggested that the union petition for an 
election? A. Yes. 


Q. You recall the discussion with our office and Mr. Siegel why did 


you not petition for an election? A. Why I did not petition for an 


election, I don’t get that right. I stated in my letter — 

Q. Isn’t it true that you came to us after the charges were filed 
and asked why we wouldn’t be able to have an election? A. That is 
right. 

Q. Did you not do that? A. Right. 

Q. Wasn’t the answer that once the charges were filed that we had 
to eliminate this and go through the hearing first before we could petition? 
A. That is right. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, is he making a statement to 
the Court or trying to refresh the witness’ mind? 

THE WITNESS: It is true. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: That is true. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And the sole reason that you have not 


| 
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petitioned for an election at this point is because you were caught by 
surprise by the occurrence of February 7th and the charges that were 
filed against you on the 10th? A. That is right. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I object how long is he 
going to continue this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You are leading in such a fashion that you 
might just as well be testifying yourself Mr. Sudarsky. You are putting 
words in the witness’ mouth. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Is it true that at all times since your letter 
of January 24, 1967 you yourself have wanted an election? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. To determine this issue? A. Right. 

Q. And if a majority of the workers of Marie Phillips if it is their 
free choice and will to belong to the union would you then be willing 
to, be willing to negotiate with the union? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Yes sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Would you? A. Any time. 

Q. Now, let’s get to some of these charges against you. You are 
charged under the complaint issued by the National Labor Relations Board 


and the government as a representative of the government that on January 


12, 1967 and this is paragraph 13(a) on January 12th this is one full week 


before Mr. Cooper came in to see you, you offered and granted benefits 
to employees on condition that they reject the union, is that true? 


A. No, not true. 
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Q. That you threatened employees with loss of overtime and the 
subcontracting of cutting room work if the union was successful, is this 
true or untrue? A. Not true. 

Q. I can’t hear you? A. Not true. 

Q. It is not true? A. No. 


Q. At this point you did not know of any union activity? A. No. 


MR. SUDARSKY: I find there is a place in the record of some testi- 
money along this line and I ask for a moment if I may to put my lhands 
on it. i 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. We will take a brief recess. 

(A short recess was then taken.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) In the testimony of Mr. Spada, Mr. Spada 
claims that he had a conversation with you Mr. Rametta on January 12th, 
concerning the union? A. Yes, sir | 

Q. Did you have a conversation in the plant in your office on 
January 12th this is a week before Mr. Cooper came in with Tommy 
Spada? A. On January 12th? 

Q. Yes, one week — A. I don’t recall it. 

Q. Now, of course — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there an answer. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t recall it. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Of course Mr. Spada may be incorrect about 
the date of that conversation as to when it took place, so I must ask if 
you recall after January 19th any conversation with Mr. Spada? A. I 


know he came from cutting a few parts and I talked to him but I don’ t 
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know if we talked anything about the union or not, I don’t recall to tell you 
the truth. 

Q. This conversation that you had with him was it after or before Mr. 
Cooper came in? A. It must have been after, I don’t know. I really 
don’t recall, but it must have been after Mr. Cooper came in there. 

Q. Now, can you tell us how long after there was such a conversation? 
You did say you have a recollection of some conversation between you and 
Mr. Spada? A. How long after? 

Q. Yes? A. I can’t recall. 

Q. You can’t recall? A. No, sir, there are so many people in there 
I don’t recall. 

Q. To the best of your ability would you tell us of this conversation 
between you and Mr. Spada that you do recall? A. Yes, I think I recall 
we had a few words. 


Q. Could you tell us what he said and what you said to the best of 


your ability? A. I said, “I understand, Tommy, that everybody is sign- 


ing a union card and going to have a union” and I said, “Lots of luck to 
you.” This was during working hours. 

Q. You said, “I heard that you boys are signing union cards.” 

A. That’s right. 

Q. He claims that you gave him a pay increase. Now, I will read this 
to you and see if you recall ever having any kind of conversation of this 
kind? 

MR. BROWN: I object to the provedure. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr! Sudarsky.) He claims this was in the inner office with 
Mr. Rametta. Do you recall any conversation in the inner office with 


Tommy Spada? A. No, the office outside. 


572 (57) 


Q. The conversation you claim took place outside of the office? 
A. Outside of the office. 


Q. So you deny that you had a conversation on January 12th with 


Mr. Spada in the inner office of any kind? A. No, sir. 

Q. Well, he does not claim that you gave him an increase, he says 
here that you promised him one. Do you remember saying anything like 
this, “Mr. Rametta called me in and he said he wanted to know how many 
kids I had and when I told him I had three he said I always thought you 
had one.” Did you ever have such a conversation with him? Does that 
refresh your recollection? A. To tell you the truth I don’t recall. 

Q. You don’t recall. “He said you could use more money and I 
said that I can always use more money and he said well next week you are 
going to find a little something extra in your envelope.” Do you recall 
anything like that? A. I don’t recall that. | 

Q. You have no recollection of any conversation of that kind? 

A. No. : 

Q. Now then there’s testimony by two or three witnesses about a 
speech that you gave or they claim you gave on or about January 19th or 
January 20th. Now, this speech was claimed to be given by these wit- 
nesses in both English and Italian, two speeches. Some of the testimony 
is confused and conflicting and so I can’t read it to you intelligently ex- 
cept to simply say that they claim that two speeches were given on or 
about January 20th to the women in the shop in English and Italian, one 
may have been given a day later than the other. Now, do you recall 
whether or not you gave such speeches? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. You do recall? A. Yes. 
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Can you fix in point of view of time when these speeches were 
A. I- 
Were they given after Mr. Cooper’s visit to your office? A. After. 


Were they given after you talked to your attorneys? A. Yes, 


And were they given after you had visited the manufacturers 
association? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Were they given after you were apprised of what you were allowed 
to do and not allowed to do under the law? A. Yes, sir. 
MR. BROWN: I must object. I must object and say that Mr. Sudar- 
sky held us to strict legal procedures and he got up and strenously objected 
if he thought the General Counsel was stepping over the bounds of ac- 


cepted legal procedure and now we come to what is obviously the climax 


of the respondent’s case and they are violating all the accepted procedures 


on Direct Examination and if the Court feels that he wants to hear it fine, 
but I for the record strenuously object to this procedure. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t think that Mr. Sudarsky is violating all 
the rules, all the accepted rules. I will tell you, Mr. Sudarsky, you are 
leading. The least I think you could do or could have done would be to 
ask the witness if he ‘could fix the date on which he gave these speeches, 
then you could fix dates as to when he visited his attorneys and when he 
visited the manufacturers association. I will put you on notice as I have 
put all counsel on notice that when I read this record and evaluate 
the testimony I will of necessity have to consider whether — just what 
weight to give to responses which are directly responsive to leading ques- 


tions. You may proceed. 
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Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) I ask you whether or not you gave this speech 
in English followed up by a speech in Italian after you had visited your 


counsel and the manufacturers association? A. Yes. 


MR. BROWN: Your Honor, the witness already testified to that, 


TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, counsel, overruled. | 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, then will you please tell us generally 
what it was you said — withdrawn. What was the procedure leading up 
to the speech, what was the purpose — withdrawn. Where did the speech 
take place on or about January 20, 1967 if you made one to all the em- 
ployees? A. Right in the shop. ! 

Q. In the shop? A. That is right. 

Q. What time of day? A. It was after the lunch hour. 

Q. And all of the employees were present? A. Every one of them, 
that is right. : 

Q. And did you have a written copy of the speech? A. No. 

Q. You didn’t make — A. No notes or anything like that. | 

Q. You recall what you said? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Will you tell us what you said? A. Well, I simply said that ~ 
I notified them that the union man was in yesterday and he told me that 
a lot of people signed up cards to have them represent you. Some people 
started to make loud noises, whose the people who signed I suppose! I 
said, “Well, if you want a union it is up to you, it is not up to me, but 
I am here to tell you and remind you for your own good, forget me I 
want to tell you my experiences with the union thirty-four years ago.” I 
said, “A lot of people suffered and we had a big strike for nothing at all. 
Now it is up to you if you signed a card you want a union go ahead but 


the authorization cards that you signed for the union to represent you that 
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doesn’t take your rights away. If we have an election and you want the 
union or not you have the same rights and it is up to you to do what you 
want to do. 

Q. Did you give that speech in English and Italian? A. Both. 

Q. Do you recall anything else that you said? A. I may have said 
something else and I reminded them again of the experience I had with 
this union and we had a lot of trouble then. I said, “We are all here to- 
gether each day and if you want anything, if you decide to have anything 
and you want to talk to me you can.” I said, “Why should we have a 
bunch of New York guys or New Haven to come in and tell me what to 
do.” I said, “I would rather deal with you than deal with the union.” 
That is when I left. 

Q. That is the speech? A. Yes that is the speech. 

Q. Did you tell them if they wanted to talk to you they could talk 
to Sal Melluzzo or John Garfi or Mr. John Reed? A. No, sir, there 
was no use to tell them the other names I am the boss there and I know 
what is going on and all those people I give orders to. I am there every- 
day and I want to know everything. 

Q. So you did not say that? A. No, sir. 

Q. And that’s the speech as you remember it to the best of your 
recollection? A. Yes. 


Q. You gave this speech in English and Italian? A. That is right. 


Q. This is a sensitive subject and I dislike asking you, but I am go- 


ing to ask you because two of the government witnesses testified that you 
said these Jews from New York, did you say such a thing? A. No, sir. 


Q. You said these people from New York? A. People. 
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Q. Asa matter of fact some of your very close friends and your 


son-in-law and grand children are Jewish? A. I have three grand 


children and they are Jewish people and I love them. 

Q. Now did you on January 19, 1967 offer James Bostick a; promo- 
tion on condition that he not support the union? A. No. 

Q. You did not? A. No, sir. 

Q. Mr. Bostick and the government charges you with this. James 
Bostick testified that you promised him a promotion on the condition that 
he not support the union and in his testimony he indicated that he would 
take Frank Garfi’s place, you remember anything like that? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you ever tell James Bostick that you were going to fire Frank 
Garfi and put him in Frank Garfi’s place? A. Fire Garfi? For what? 
No, sir. ! 

Q. On January 9, 1967, Frank Rametta threatened — strike that. On 
January 19, 1967 Frank Rametta threatened an employee to the effect that 
he would be sorry if he went with the union. Do you recall threatening 
an employee and I don’t know who it is, may be it is James Bostic that 
he would be sorry if he went with the union. Do you recall anything like 
that? A. No, sir. | 

Q. Now, it could be one other Benny Fiamma. Now, did ron have 
a conversation with Benny Fiamma? A. Just a few words there in front 
of the shop as I came into work. 

Q. You did have a conversation with Benny Fiamma? A. ‘Yes. 

Q. Did this take place, when did this take place? Did this take 
place on or about January 19, 1967? A. I don't recall to tell you the 
truth. | 
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Q. Well, did you have a conversation with an employee Ed Walton 
on or about January 19, 1967? A. I don’t think so. 

Q. This conversation was suppose to have occurred at the foot of 
the elevator between you and Mr. Walton and this conversation was suppose 
to be overheard by Virgilio Coelho. You recall anything like that, any con- 
versation you had with Ed Walton? A. I can’t to tell you the truth. 

I am with these people all the time and may be I spoke to the guy, but 
as to what was said I don’t remember. 

Q. All right. Now, if you had a conversation with any employee 
do you remember telling any employee that Benny Fiamma would be sorry 
if he went with the union? A. I didn’t say that. I said it to Benny 
Fiamma himself and I didn’t say if you go to the union. 

Q. What did you say? A. I said, “Benny, what — I know Benny 
for the last fifteen years and I treated him as my son and | didn’t go once 
in the cutting room that I didn’t give him either a little joke or throw him 
a cigar. I did that pretty near every day I would say and I love him and 
I said, “‘Benny, what do you expect from me I am an old man and I am 


sick and my health is not good and you would be sorry, you would miss 


me.” That is the only thing I told him because in December God help me 


I was on the table seven and a half hours with a blood clot and I told him, 
“I know you are going to miss me. You will be sorry to miss me, my 
health is not good,” and this was not a threat because I knew in my mind 
not these things here but my own sincerity, “You are going to miss me 
personally the way things are going and my health.” 


* 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


* 


572 (63) 


2520 Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Now, you learned of the union campaign, 
Mr. Rametta, which I understand was when Mr. Cooper made the visit is 
that correct, sir? A. Correct. | 

Q. What did you do immediately upon learning that a union was in 
fact interested in organizing your employees? A. Well, to tell you the 
truth I was really surprised because as I said in my testimony it was at 
the noon hour and Mr. Cooper came along with three other gentlemen and 
told me what was going on. I didn’t say nothing to them really. I said, 
“Mr. Cooper, you realize this is my lunch hour and you come in with this 
and I don’t know what to tell you, if they want a union I don’t care but 


give me until tomorrow to answer you and | will call you on the tele- 


phone.” I said, “Give me your card.” I asked for his card and he handed 


me his card from the New Haven office and I said, “I am going to call you 
tomorrow or the next day because I don’t know right now what I am gO- 
ing to do.” And that was my answer to him and then all of a sudden I 
don’t remember who it was, one of the three of them showed me ‘this, 

he said “Mr. Rametta, we have got all the cards here.” So he turned 
around like this and he had a bunch of cards and I only say just about 

a quarter of an inch and he said, “Here you know this name.” I said, 
“Yes, | know Benny Fiamma. *” And that’s all and he turned around and 
put it into his top pocket and that was all that was said. 

Q. Was anybody with you at the time, Mr. Rametta, besides the un- 
ion people? A. Sal Melluzzo I think he called me in my little, Toom 
to have a little lunch. | 

Q. Did Sal take part in this conversation? A. I think he was 


standing there. 
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Q. Did he take part in the conversation at all? A. No, he just 
listened. 

Q. Was there ‘any talk at that time between you and the union peo- 
ple about having some third party such as a priest or a rabbi or the Labor 
Department Manager of Commissioner look over these cards? A. He told 
me, Mr. Cooper says, “Any time, Mr. Rametta, you want to call up a priest 
or call Mr. Riccutti and show these cards.” And my answer was, “Give me 
until tomorrow and I will give you a ring on the telephone.” 

Q. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Riccutti the Labor Com- 


missioner? A. Yes. 


Q. You did have a conversation with him? A. He called me after 


a little while. 

Q. This same day? A. I think it was the same day and I just 
told him what I told you a little while ago and Mr. Riccutti said, “This 
man Mr. Cooper — excuse me I told him that Mr. Cooper came up all of 
a sudden and told me he has got these things and I told him that ! would 
let him know and so Mr. Riccutti said all right and that was it. 

Q. I take it that Mrs. Pricone and Sal Pricone were not there? 

A. No. 

Q. Did you discuss with them that the union people were there after 
they left? A. I told everybody there. I said, “Look, what happened. 
I don’t know what is our next step.” 

Q. You told everybody who do you mean by everybody? A. I 
made the speech there, I think it was in the same afternoon or the next 
morning and | told — 

Q. I don’t want the speech, sir. You already told us the speech. 


A. fam sorry. 
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Q. After you had the conversation with the union men is it fair 'to say 
that you did discuss it with Mrs. Pricone and Sal Pricone? A. Yes, I 
told them, yes. 

Q. Was it after that that you went to the manufacturers association? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Did you go to the manufacturers association the very same cay, 
that Mr. Cooper visited you? A. It was too late in the afternoon. I 
went the next day. ! 

Q. The following day? A. I went with my attorney there.! 

Q. Did you go there alone or with somebody? A. I went with my 


attorney. | 


Q. Anybody else? A. My nephew Sal Pricone he drove me over 


with the car. 

Q. You got in touch with your attorney first? A. Yes. 

Q. And your attorney went to the manufacturers association with 
you? A. That’s right. 

Q. Now, was it on the same day of your visit to the manufacturing 
association that you made the speech to the employees? A. I think it 
was the same day, in the afternoon after lunch time. 

Q. Do you recall another visit by Mr. Cooper? A. He a after 
he called me up, I think he did and I said, “Mr. Cooper, I am going to 
write you a letter.” : 

Q. Did he call you or did you call him? A. He called me and I 
said, “Mr. Cooper, I am going to write you a letter explaining how I stand.” 
So he came after a couple of days, I don’t know the 23rd or the 24th and 
he came with the same three gentlemen and about four or five boys from 


the cutting room and they were all standing near the door and he said, 
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“Mr. Rametta, we are all here and we are ready to show you the cards.” 
I said, “Mr. Cooper, I wrote you a letter and you must have it in your 
office explaining everything.” 

Q. That was Mr. Cooper’s second visit, is that right? A. That is 
right. 

* * * * * 

Q. I think you started to tell us earlier about a conversation that 
you had with Benny Fiamma. You recall that, sir? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, do you know where that conversation took place, was it 
inside the plant or outside? A. Outside on the sidewalk just around 
the front of the building. 

Q. Who else besides you and Benny were there? A. I don’t recall 
really who was there with him. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Was there somebody else there? 

THE WITNESS: Three or four guys there I don’t know who it was 
to tell you the truth. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere.) Try, Mr. Rametta, to tell us your best recol- 
lection of that conversation and how it started? A. If you want to have 
the honest to God ‘truth I don’t remember how it started, whether he ap- 
proached me or I approached him. We were friendly any way. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What was the conversation? I recognize that 
you can’t remember how it started. Just give us your best recollection. 

THE WITNESS: We were talking and the only thing I said to him 
was, “Benny, what! is going on?” I don’t remember what he said to me. 
The only thing I remember very well was I was surprised this thing hap- 


pened all of a sudden like this and I knew Benny for a while and I said 


to him, “Benny, you are doing the wrong thing. You will be sorry. You 
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know what happened to me I have been away and my health is not so 
good. I am seventy-four years old and you are going to miss me, you are 
going to miss a good friend,” because really I wasn’t feeling good. I said, 
“This is not a threat Benny” and that is all I said to him. I said, “Benny, 
lots of luck,” and I went into the shop. . 
Q. I think earlier and correct me if I am wrong you said to the boys 
2531 at that time, “What are you doing to me.” You remember that? A. Yes, 
I said, “What are you doing to me.” | 
Q. What did you have in mind when you said that? A. I had in 
mind, Mr. Counsel, my mind was working because really I had been in 
poor health for the last twenty-four months and two times in the hospital 
and I should be in the hospital today. The doctor is waiting for me. I 
had in my mind that you are going to lose a good friend if I pass a 
You are going to lose a personal friend and the business is going to lose 
a good man and that is it and nothing else. | 
Q. You asked the boys what they were doing to you, what were the 
boys doing to you? A. Well, give me all this headache for nothing, all 
of a sudden come in and come to ask me something and I don’t care if 
you want the union and in fact I talked to one of the boys esis and 
I spoke to him about a union that was there and he said Yes, Mr.: ‘Rametta 
and I signed up and I shook hands with him and wished him lots of luck. 
It doesn’t make any difference to me and I could produce this man here. 
Q. So you were discussing the union in that conversation? A Not 
very much. I will tell you the truth we don’t even mention the union. 


We don’t even mention the union. 


Q. How long did that discussion last? A. Just a minute or two, 
that’s all. 


2569 


2570 
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* 


GIUSEPPA ITALIA 


* * * * 


ALL QUESTIONS REPEATED BY INTERPRETER AND 
ALL ANSWERS GIVEN THROUGH INTERPRETER. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Italia, | show you what has been marked 


as General Counsel’s exhibit number fifty-five and I ask you if your signa- 


ture is on that document? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you fill out all the handwriting on the card? A. The date, 
and the words Marie Phillips are not mine. I do not know how to speak 
English. 

Q. Did she read the card before she signed it? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t remember, I don’t think I did but I don’t 
remember. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Where did she sign this card? A. I- 

MR. JACOBSON: I don’t think she did finish her answer. She 
started to say something. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In any event she has concluded it now, counsel. 

MR. JACOBSON: If she said something else I would like to hear it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you recall anything else that she said? 

MR. DONATO: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, it is lost now. Where did you sign the 


card? 
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THE WITNESS: In my home. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Who was with her at the time? A. Mr. Fiamma 
and some one else and I don’t recall his face because I was confused. : I 
don’t remember his name. | 

Q. Was there any discussion — A. The other man said he was 
from the union, he was a member of the union. 

Q. Was he an employee of the shop this other man? A. I don’t 
know. 

Q. Was there a discussion at that time between her and these two 
men about the card? A. Yes, there was discussion, I didn’t want to 
sign it and I told them that my pay was enough and I didn’t want to sign 
it. 

Q. What did they tell her? A. They said it was a necessary | thing 
and they were fathers of families and that this was for them and that’s 


the reason why. 


Q. Did — was there any discussion about other people signing cards? 
MR. JACOBSON: I object. : 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: They said that everyone had completely signed the 


cards and that’s it. They said it was necessary to have my signature and 
that’s all. ! 

Q. Who told that everybody signed? A. The two people who 
came to my home to have me sign the card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did the other person — withdrawn. Did the 
person with Benny Fiamma speak Italian to her? | 

THE WITNESS: No. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: So Benny Fiamma did the speaking to you? 
THE WITNESS: We were talking Italian with Benny and that’s it. 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Was this statement about when was this state- 


ment made about everybody signing, before or after she signed the card? 


A. Before I signed the card — after I signed, if I was the only one that 
they needed a signature then I was ready to sign. 

Q. How many times had they been to see her about signing a card? 
A. Just once and another time before, not many times. 

Q. Did they ‘ever call her on the phone? A. Yes, once and a 
while they called. 

Q. Did she believe Mr. Fiamma when he told her that everybody 
had signed? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

2573 TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, I believe Mr. Fiamma because he was nice to 


us and he was considered a friend. 


* * 


SAL MELLUZZO 


* 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) * * *. 
Q. We talked before I think about an employee by the name of 
Beulah Smith? A. Yes. 
Q. You remember Beulah Smith? A. Yes. 
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Q. Can you say with certainty what your records reflect with respect 


to the insurance coverage for Beulah Smith? A. I think she is covered, 


yes, she is. 

Q. Now, I am merely suggesting what your records show from my 
previous experience with them, but I believe it shows that her Ist work 
day was in the week ending August 20, 1966, can you be certain row? 

A. Wait a minute, excuse me, I am sorry. I am thinking of Beulah Lynn. 

Q. I am talking about Beulah Smith? A. Her insurance terminated 
because of pregnancy and when she collected for the pregnancy that was 
automatically cancelled until she came back. On pregnancy that is how they 
work it, but Beulah Smith I was thinking of Beulah Lynn. She is Green 
and Green and Smith got fouled up. 2 

Q. I assumed probably erroneously from our discussion last week 
that you were going to bring these records with you today. May be it is 
my understanding, misunderstanding. Beulah Smith I believe and you may 
check your records left on the week ending August 20th. A. That is 
right. ! 

Q. How long after she left on August 20th did you carry Beulah 
Smith after August 20th? A. Until she came out of the hospital and 
I understand that she was pregnant in the shop and once they come home 
after they have the baby they call me up and I mail them a form and they 
get everything in one lump sum and not make it on weekly payments, they 
get it in a lump sum for the hospital bills and everything and this way 
they get everything all at once and then it is automatically cancelled. 

Q. May be I misunderstood, Sal, I was talking about the Ye Soe 


ance, is the answer the same? A. That is cancelled also. 
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Q. You know when Beulah Smith’s life insurance was cancelled? 
A. The same time. 

Q. Can you fix more closely what that date is? A. I don’t know 
or recall off hand when she had the baby, but let’s just say roughly when 
the baby was a month old or three weeks old it all depends on the time 
that she got the papers and had her doctor fill it out and get it forwarded 
to the insurance company. 

Q. Are you still talking life insurance? A It includes everything in 
one package. 

Q. I see.’ You know what month that she made this report at all? 
A. I don’t recall. 

Q. Please direct your attention to Thelma Walton. I understand that 


Thelma Walton was on the payroll — was not on the payroll at any time 


during the year 1966? A. Right. 

Q. And she was absent from the payroll for a part of 1965, is that 
correct? A. Right. 

Q. Now, do you know when Thelma Walton’s insurance coverage 
terminated? A. No, I don’t. 

Q. Is it fair to say that it was in late ’65? A. I couldn’t tell 
you. 

Q. Is it fair to say it was sometime before June of 1966? A. I 


don’t know. 


* 


2621 


2622 
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Courtroom 262 
Federal Building 
Main Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 


Tuesday, 27 June, 1967 


* * * * * 


TRIAL EXAMINER WILSON: On the record. Before we commenced 


this morning the parties discussed the possible stipulation and Mr. Rosemere 
is prepared to propose the stipulation. Proceed, counsel. 

MR. ROSEMERE: General counsel proposes to stipulate the respond- 
ent’s records show that life insurance and hospital and medical insurance 
for Theresa Sklarsky was cancelled on March 24, 1967 and that Sklarsky 
as of that or rather as of this date has not returned to work. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: As of this present date? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Further that the life insurance and hospital and 
medical insurance for Beulah Smith also known as Beulah Green was can- 
celled on November 21, 1966 and that Beulah Smith also known as Beulah 
Green has returned to work about one and half months ago. That life in- 
surance and hospital and medical insurance for Thelma Walton was; can- 
celled about one and a half years ago and further that Thelma Walton re- 
turned to work about one month ago. Further that the life insurance and 
hospital and medical insurance for Betty Jackson was cancelled on Decem- 
ber 30, 1966 and that Betty Jackson as of this date, this present date has 
not returned to work. | 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You so stipulate, Mr. Siegel? 
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MR. SIEGEL: Yes, that is what the records of the company show, 
Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You so stipulate, Mr. Rosemere? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I so stipulate. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The stipulation is received. 

MR. ROSEMERE: General Counsel proposes the following stipulation 
that respondent’s records show that fourteen raises were given by the re- 
spondent in January 1967 in order to meet the federal minimum wage. 
Further that one raise was given to Rose Famiglietti from a dollar forty 
to $1.50 for the week ending January 7, 1967. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You so stipulate? 

MR. SIEGEL: So stipulated. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The stipulation is received. 

MR. ROSEMERE: May we go off the record for a moment please? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. The parties agree, do they not, 
that as of February 1, 1967 the federal minimum wage became $1.40 an 
hour. You so agree, Mr. Siegel? 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, I so agree. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And do you? 

MR. ROSEMERE: We so agree. 


2623 MR. SIEGEL: Of course, that is subject to the suit pending in sev- 


eral courts as of that date that is what the law required. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Anything further, counsel? 
MR. ROSEMERE: Nothing, sir. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: You do not intend to question Mr. Melluzzo 


on anything further? 
MR. ROSEMERE: Not now, sir. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I notice that Mr. Jacobson is not here, has jany- 
body received any communication from? 
MR. ROSEMERE: It is our understanding that he doesn’t intend to 
appear today. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, in any event we are proceeding in his ab- 
sence because the hearing was scheduled for 9:30. Proceed, counsel. | 
MR. SIEGEL: Is there any necessity to have Mr. Melluzo now? | 
MR. ROSEMERE: We have no need for him. | 
MR. SIEGEL: Well, in that event I think we can dispense with him. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You are excused, Mr. Melluzo. 
MR. SIEGEL: If I may have just a moment. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 
MR. SUDARSKY: John Reed will you please take the stand. 
2624 Whereupon, 
JOHN REED 


| 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and having 


been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: State your name and address? 
THE WITNESS: John Thomas Reed, Senior, 258 Falvey Street, Hart- 


ford, Connecticut. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mr. Reed, are you presently an employee of 
Marie Phillips corporation? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. How ‘ong have you been employed by Marie Phillips? A. Ap- 
proximately twenty-six years. 

Q. What department are you employed in presently? A. Presently 
in the shipping department. 

Q. Have you been in the shipping department for the past several 
years? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Now do you recall whether or not you had a certain conversation 
with Mr. Frank Rametta on January 19, 1967 or January 20, 1967 after 
Mr. Rametta had received a visit from a representative of the International 
Ladies Garment’ Workers Union? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You do recall such a conversation? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you please tell us what Mr. Rametta said to you and what 
you said to him on that occasion? A. Yes, sir, the occasion came that 
Mr. Rametta came back to me in my department and he asked me to go 
see him in the office and he said that he had heard that the shop was 
ninety per cent for the union and he wanted to verify the fact that the 
people had signed, certain people had signed on their own accord and he 
sent me out to find out if I could from the members that worked in the 
shipping department whether they had signed any cards or letters or what- 
ever it might be. 

Q. Is that all he asked you to do? A. That is all he asked me to 
do. 

Q. Now, following that conversation with Mr. Rametta what did you 
proceed to do?, A. Well, I proceeded to ask various ones in the shipping 


department and also downstairs in the warehouse two of the members 


from over in the cutting department was down in the warehouse getting 
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goods and at the time I happened to go down there and I saw them and 
I asked them and I asked some of the members of the pressing department. 
Q. You remember who it was you asked or approached on this sub- 
2626 ject? A. Yes, first I started with Ethel Campbell and I asked Jannie 
Moore and I asked Marie Abrams, I asked Holleyfield Hardwick and I 
asked Eddy Walton, I asked Ethel Hall and Ida Thomas and Mozzella Peters 
and Willie DeLawrence. I can’t think of the girl’s name who worked in the 
seamstress department. I can’t recall her name. | 
Q. But how many in all did you ask this question? A. 1 - 
Q. Or did you approach? A. I don’t know. : 
Q. Ten to fifteen? A. I wasn’t keeping track of them, somewhere 
around that neighborhood. 3 
Q. You recall whether or not you asked an employee Alverdeen 
Hatten? A. I don’t recall. | 
Q. You don’t recall speaking to Alverdeen Hatten? A. No. 
Q. You recall whether or not you approached one employee named 
Mille Ferreira? A. I don’t recall asking Millie anything about it 
Q. Now, what was the question that you asked of these employees? 
A. Well, I asked when I approached them I asked I understand that the 
union is organizing and that you signed a card and first of all it doesn’t 


make any difference to me whether or not you have or not all I want to 


| 
know did you sign or was somebody signing for you and that’s all I asked. 


Q. That was the question you asked? A. Yes. 

Q. And you obtained this information from these employees? 
A. Those I asked they told me with the exception of two of them out of 
the whole group that they had signed and the rest of them by the attitude 
and answers they gave me I believed that they had already cane 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: That they had already signed? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The rest of them had signed? 

THE WITNESS: Two of them told me when I approached them and 


the others jumped when I approached them and they didn’t say one way 


or the other but I just drew the conclusion that they had. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: So if I understand your testimony although only 
two told you that they had signed you came to the conclusion that the 


rest of whom you inquired had signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, many of these people are unable to 
read and write, Mr. Reed? A. Yes. 

Q. So you asked people whether it was their signature or somebody 
else’s? A. That was the reason of my questioning. 

Q. What did you report — withdrawn. I understand clearly that two 
told you they had signed card and the others did not admit that they had 
signed cards? A. That is right. 

Q. I see. What did you report to Mr. Rametta? A. I- 

Q. Did you report this to Mr. Rametta? A. Yes, sir, the names of 
those that I had asked and the ones that said they signed and the ones 
that didn’t give me any definite answer but from the attitude I had the 
names on a piece of card, a slip of paper and my report was that these 
two people said they have signed cards but these people either confirmed 
or deny it, but from their reaction I am almost sure they did. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That they did sign cards? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) That is your recollection of what you told 
Mr. Rametta? A. That is what I told him. 
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Q. Did you have any authority to discuss wages with the employees 
in the plant? A. To discuss wages? 


Q. With the employees in the plant? A. I don’t have no authority 


Q. Withdraw the question, it is not a good question. What if 
want to know is did you when you talked to these employees did 
you on the occasion of your visit for this purpose did you bring up 
the matter of wages with any of these employees? | 

A. No, sir. | 

Q. Did you make any promises to any of the employees? 

A. No, sir. | 

Q. About wage increases? 

A. No, sir, I have no authority to make no promises to oe 
body about any wage increases. | 

Q. Did you say anything good or bad about the union activity? 

A. Well, what I said about the union I will say again and I will say it 

now. I asked them did they know what they were doing, did anybody 

tell them what was consisted in becoming a member of the union to the 
extent of their working conditions. 

Q. Now, did you do this on the occasion that you visited them? 

A. No this was shortly sometime after, we were talking. 

Q. Well, now I am discussing specifically those people who you asked 
whether or not they had signed a union card. Did you have any further 
discussion with them at that time, any one of them? A. Mrs. De- 
Lawrence and Mrs. Peters became very embittered and I don’t go into dis- 
cussing it but as to why the union should be in and what not and I said, 


| 
“That is a matter of opinion.” I said, “The only thing I want to know is 
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if you know) what you are doing because it doesn’t make any difference 


to me one way or the other and the only thing I am saying is that you 
work in one department and if you have no work in that department you 
have been able to work in other departments to make the time but if you 
become unionized you can’t go into another department to work, there- 
fore, if there is no work then you are going to lose time.” 

Q. Well, now — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How many times — strike that. How many em- 
ployees did you say this to? 

THE WITNESS: Well, at that particular time I was speaking to those 
two but after this thing was all over the next day or so all of them were 
talking and what not. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Was this conversation initiated on your own? 
A. This was my own saying, my own doing. I had no authority to say 
anything, the only thing I was asked to do was to find out if the em- 
ployees had signed the cards. 

Q. In other words, Mr. Rametta didn’t ask you to ask this? A. He 
didn’t even know I was going to say it. In fact he doesn’t know — I 
don’t know whether he knows if I said it or not. 

Q. That was prompted by something that Willie DeLawrence or 
Mozzella Peters said? A. That’s right. 

Q. Did; you ever on behalf of Mr. Rametta or anyone else promise 
any pay increase to Willie DeLawrence if she should refrain from joining 
the union? A. No, sir, I did not. In the first place I couldn’t author- 
ize any pay increases and second place she works in the pressing depart- 
ment and to my knowledge it is Sal Pricone who 1s in charge of that de- 


partment. 
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Q. I ask you the same question of the witness and employee Moz- 
zella Peters, did you ever offer or promise her a wage increase if she should 
refrain from becoming a member of the union? A. No, sir, she too is 
in the same category and I have again no authority to offer anyone any 
pay increases. | 

Q. Do I understand that there was no conversation with either Willie 


DeLawrence or Mozzella Peters with respect to any wage increases? 


A. That is true, sir. 


| 
Q. Did you make any threats to either of these two employees? 


A. I made no threats to anyone. 

Q. Now you have testified that you don’t recall taking with a Alver- 
deen Hatten, did you talk with a Jesse Bobb? =A. Jessie Bobb was work- 
ing right next to me and in fact I was intrumental in getting him a job 
there and I talked with him and I asked him and he said nothing and I 
haven’t said nothing to him about increases in wages and the only thing 
I can say for Mr. Bobb as far as any wage increase was concerned and 
this was to my knowledge was before this thing even come up and I didn’t 
know anything about it, any way he had been asking for a raise and the 
only thing I told him was to speak to Mr. Rametta because he apn the 
man to give it to him and whether he got the raise or not I don’t know. 
As far as I know this had no connection with the union thing. | 

Q. Now, then at the time you made this survey, this sampling for 
Mr. Rametta as to whether or not the individuals you named signed a 
card, an authorization card and then reported back to Mr. Rametta was 
your conversation with the exception of what you just said about with 
DeLawrence and Mrs. Peters was your conversation with respect to the 


other employees limited to that one question? A. That’s all. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Were all the employees of whom you asked that 
question, were they all Negroes? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they are. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Were there any Negroes in the plant of whom 
you did not ask the question? 

THE WITNESS: I believe yes, there were several. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Are all — are they also all associated with 
you in your area of employment? A. Well, the association is very close. 
Now, as far as ‘the packing and the pressing is concerned at any given time 
either one of the other has transferred from one to the other to work in 
either packing or working in pressing so the association has been close in 
that respect. 


Q. Also are they members of the — well, are you a Deacon of the 


Mount Olive Baptist Church? A. I am a deacon and chairman of the 


Board of Deacons. 

Q. Are these employees — you are a deacon of the church? 
A. That’s right. 

Q. Are any of these employees members of your church? A. Some 
of them are. 

Q. Some of them are? A. Yes. 

Q. I ask you and I am going to read from the testimony of Mozzella 
Peters and preliminary to this testimony she said that you approached her 
on January 20,1967 and she said and this is her quote and I am going 
to ask you whether or not this is true. ‘And he said you keep away from 


2634 the union their no good.” Did you say that to her? A. No, sir. 
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Q. And she also said that you promised her, you said, “Mr. Rametta 
would take care of you.” Did you say anything like that? A. No, sir. 

Q. And then she said, “So he went away and the following week he 
came to me again and he said keep away from the union. Didn’t Mr. 
Rametta take care of you this week like he said. I said me and $0 I didn’t 
say anything else.” Now, did you say that? A. No, sir. : 

Q. Keep away from the union, didn’t Mr. Rametta take care of you 
this week like he said? A. No, sir, I didn’t say that. : 

Q. Did you have any conversation with Mozzella Peters concémning 
wages? A. The only conversation that I had with Mozzella Peters and 


any of them was what I afore stated and my initial approach to them and 


that was it. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: When you spoke to these employees did or 


did you not mention Mr. Rametta’s name? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir, the only time — well, yes, the only time 
that came up was when I was speaking to Mr. Holleyfield Hardwick and 
Eddy Walton and they were downstairs and I was asking them did they 
sign and one other time the girl and I am trying to think of her name, 
the seamstress. Those are the only two that asked me why I was inter- 
ested and why I am doing this and I said, “because I was asked to do it.” 
And they said to me, “Why doesn’t Mr. Rametta do his own dirty work. 
Let him come find out.” I repeated to them that I am employed! by Mr. 
Rametta and I feel as though if he asked me to do something either I do 
it or else get my hat and go home. I said as I said before, this doesn’t 
make any difference to me one way or the other whether you have or not, 
and all I asked did you or didn’t you and that was it. That is the only 


time his name came up. | 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, the National Labor Relations Board and 
indeed the United States Government has charged that Marie Phillips by ac- 
tions through you with certain unfair labor practices and I want to read the 
charge and have you admit or deny each of these charges. On January 18, 
1967 — January 18th is the day before the union representative came into 
see Mr. Rametta — on January 18, 1967 John Reed interrogated an em- 
ployee concerning her union activities and — I am sorry that I can’t give 
you the name I don’t know the name. Can you tell me whether or not 
that is true or false? A. Interrogated, I presume this is questioning? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That is right. 

THE WITNESS: Questions concerning union activity? 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Yes? A. I don’t know whether there was 
any union activity we have no union and the only thing I said or ques- 
tioned and I don’t know what date it was that I questioned all of them 
and asked whether they signed union cards or not. 

Q. Whether they signed a card? A. That is the only thing that I 
asked about. 

Q. Now, the second occasion that — the second accusation against 
you is that on January 19, 1967 John Reed interrogated employees as to 
their union activity and this is the information that you have just given us 
on the stand? A. That is the only thing that I said about it. 

Q. And that was just a question put as to whether or not they them- 
selves had signed a union card? A. That’s all. 


Q. Yes. Now, then on January 20th John Reed and this would be 


the next day January 20, 1967 John Reed interrogated employees 
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concerning their union activities and offered and granted them wage in- 


creases on the condition that they not support the union? A. That is 
false. | 

Q. That is false? A. Yes, sir. : 

Q. On January 20, 1967 and this is an additional charge John Reed 
threatened employees with loss of work if the union was successful? 

A. That is also false. 

Q. Now, four employees who have taken the stand and mentioned 
your name in connection with any of these charges are Alverdeen Hatten, 
Jesse Bobb, Willie DeLawrence and Mozzella Peters. Now I ask you 
whether it is true that you offered and granted wage increases to any of 
these four or threatened any of these four with loss of work in the event 
that the union was successful in coming into the shop? A. That is the 
most false statement I ever heard coming from people that I have held in 
high esteem and especially Mr. Bobb. He is one of the most active mem- 
bers and at one time was in the choir and who I took compassion upon to 
get him a job because at the time he wasn’t doing anything and I brought 
him in and recommended to the boss that he was a good man and I thought 
he should be started with a little higher than normal pay. I left it up to 
Mr. Rametta to work it out and at no time have I promised anybody any 
wages in regards to the union or what not because my only interest at that 
time was to find out who did sign and as I said before it didn’t make any 
difference to me one way or the other, so that is a false statement. 

Q. Now, Mr. Reed, I want you to — well, I want to ask you this 
question do you recall whether or not on January 19th or 20th about that 
time whether Mr. Rametta himself approached the employees or a group of 


employees and made what we could call a speech or gave them a talk. 
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You recall anything like that? A. Yes. I recall his speech and the date 


I am not certain of, I can’t remember the date to the exact point. I know 
that he made a speech. 

Q. About that time? A. Well, it was somewhere around that neigh- 
borhood of time. 'I guess it must have been — I don’t know whether it 
was before or after the walk out. Somewhere around there. 

Q. Now, would you please give us to the best of your ability and I 
know it is difficult because it is a long time ago, could you please tell us 
what you understood that Mr. Rametta said? A. Well, the extent of 
the speech, of the talk went more or less in this fashion and he stated the 
fact that he had been in the union once before, the shop had been union- 
ized once before and through something happening eventually the shop was 
disunionized and that he knew that most of the employees had signed the 
cards and that most of them were walking around for a time with a long 
puss on their faces and everybody was jumping on one another and all he 
said was, “Let’s go to work, you signed and when they have the hearing 
one day one way or the other then we will straighten out the issues but 
for now let’s get together and get this work out and smile like we have 
been smiling.” He said that if there was any questions arising that we 
can’t understand and want them explained and we can’t understand them 
and need some help to ask Mr. Reed to refer them to me and I will be 
able to help you.| That was the speech and everyone accepted it at that 
time but I guess the basis of the work had been done and as far as I can 
see the only thing he intended was to let the people know that nobody 
was mad with one another. 


Q. To alleviate the friction in the shop? A. To get the work out. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: May I have the answer read please. 
(The reporter read the last answer.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

MR. SUDARSKY: May I have a moment, please? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Did you use the word hearing, did you say 

2640 that he said, Mr. Rametta said.something about a hearing? A. Well, I 

think he was referring to a vote. I thought he said whether you vote for 
or against the union, the members themselves whether they voted for a 
union or against it or whatever way it went. | 

Q. In other words, it wasn’t Mr. Rametta he wasn’t talking about a 
hearing he was talking about a vote? A. A vote I believe because I un- 
derstood, we all understood afterwards that there was suppose to be a vote 
as to those that wanted it and those that didn’t want to go in ani which- 
ever way the vote went for or against, that is the way it was around the 
shop any way. ! 

Q. Well, in this speech did Mr. Rametta prior — strike that. Did 
Mr. Rametta in his speech refer to a vote? A. Well, I ProUaehy used 


the word hearing after hearing it so much but probably it was a vote. 


Q. A vote that he was talking about? A. Yes. 


Q. And did he say whether or not they had signed a card that they 
could express themselves in this vote, is that it? A. That was it general- 
ly from the way he spoke he knew that cards had been signed $0 the only 
thing was let’s get to work and when the vote, if you vote and this is my 
opinion from listening to the speech if you went for the union well and 


good and we still had to go to work. 
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Well — . A. That’s my opinion, that’s what I get. 


Q 
Q. Your opinion? A. From the speech. 
Q 


Of what he meant by the speech? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, to your knowledge did Mr. Rametta ever canvass the entire 
shop to determine how many people had signed cards? A. No, as far as 
I know he didn’t. 

Q. So he wouldn’t know at that time how many had signed or how 
many had not, would he, Mr. Reed? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now I realize that it is difficult to recall the 
exact words a person says and I must ask you if all of these things that 
you are saying were said at one time in one speech, Mr. Reed, by Mr. 
Rametta? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. In other words, was what you told 
us is that — did he say that all in one speech or did he say it at various 
times? 

THE WITNESS: As far as I know that is the only speech that I 
heard. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He said those things in one speech? 

THE WITNESS: Going back to what I have said before, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) So then he did say something about there 
going to be a vote? A. I am sure vote one way or the other when 
there was a vote if you vote for or vote against whatever way it might be. 

Q. This remark about how many people had signed cards is this 
something that Mr, Rametta was saying or was this your own conclusion 


or opinion as to that situation? 
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MR. BROWN: I object to that, the witness has already testified. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 

THE WITNESS: Well, it is my opinion because of the fact that I un- 
derstand that when the representative or whoever they approached him they 
told him that ninety per cent of the shop signed or something like that. 

Q. I see. This is what the union organizers claimed they had? 
A. That’s right. 

Q. And not what Mr. Rametta told you? A. No. 

Q. I see. And not what Mr. Rametta told the shop, not what Mr. 


Rametta said in his speech, but what the union organizers claimed they 


had, is that correct? A. They had ninety per cent of the shop. 
Q. That was their claim? A. Yes. | 

Q. All right. You recall anything else that was said in that speech? 
| 


A. No, that’s about the basis of it any way because I really wasn’t too 
enthused about the thing. I went over and he started talking and I listened 
to what he said about the main thing is to get the work out and that was 
the main principal product of the whole thing. 

Q. The purpose of the speech? A. Trying to move the work be- 
cause it wasn’t being moved. | 

Q. Did Mr. Rametta say anything about protecting your right to 
free vote on the issue? A. Protecting the right to free vote? | 

Q. Yes. Withdrawn. Do you recall whether or not Mr. Rametta said 
anything about whether or not you had signed a union card you still would 
have the right to vote of your own choice at an election, did he say any- 
thing like that? A. I don’t recall those exact words, may be he might 
have said it, I don’t know. All I know is what I gather from the speech 


and in my opinion it was irregardless of whether you signed or not he was 
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more interested in getting the work out at the time and then when the 


vote come up then whichever way it went that was it. 


Q. All right. 
MR. SUDARSKY: No further questions. 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) How long have you worked for Marie Phillips? 
A. As I stated before approximately twenty-five or twenty-six years. 

Q. And you testified that you are a deacon of the church? A. That’s 
what I said. 

Q. And the other employees look up to you as the deacon of the 
church? A. The other employees look up to me? 

Q. Well, the employees who are members of your church? A. Well, 
there is only a small minority who are members of my church but most 
of them are members of some church or other that we socialize with. 

Q. By we you mean the members of your church? A. My church 
socializing with their churches. 

Q. I see. Now, do the other employees and Mr. Reed I don’t like 
to differentiate between white and Negro but it is a fact in the case and 
please bear with me and bear that in mind. Do the other Negro employees 
in the shop — 

MR. SUDARSKY: I object to this question and that remark and I 
don’t think that is necessary, it is in bad taste. 

MR. BROWN: I personally called Mr. Reed’s attention to this. 

MR. SIEGEL: You are talking about employees of the company and 
that is the only question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. 
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Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mr. Reed, do the other employees the three 
Negro employees have occasion to bring their problems in the shop to you 
and ask you to speak or see if you can do anything about them? : 

A. Problems, when you say problems to what extent are you talking about? 

Q. Do they bring any problems at all to you? =A. Personal 
problems? | 

Q. Yes. A. Oh, yes. i 

Q. Do they bring any problems that arise from their work, work 


| 
problems? 


MR. SIEGEL: Objection, this is beyond the scope of the direct exam- 


ination. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) You understand the question? A. Any work 


problems? 

Q. Yes? A. I- , 

Q. In other words, if they have problems in their work do they, have 
occasion to come to you and say, “John, see if you can do something for 
me, will you.” A. No, because you see we got two phases of work in- 
volved here. Mine is strictly in the packing department and the other 
phase of the work is in the pressing department, so they wouldn’t come 
to me to ask me about taking care of some work in that department. 

Q. I see. How about the problems that arise in your department 
in your shipping department? A. Any problems that come up in my 
department is a matter of shipments or disagreements of somebody because 
they want a raise or something of that type so I can’t do anything for 


them except tell them to go to Mr. Rametta. 


2647 


2648 


572 (92) 


Q. But the employees in the shop would bring you personal problems? 
A. Personal problems or a personal issue to help them with, yes. 

Q. Now, when you went around to the employees on the dates in 
question, what again did you ask them? A. I afore stated whether they 
did or did not sign a card. 

Q. And that jis all you said to them? A. That’s all. 

Q. Did you have a pad of paper in your hand at that time? A. A 
card or something, it was a card or a paper that I was writing on, a tag or 
a manila piece of paper one or the other. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In any event you had something in your hand 
and when you spoke to the employee you write the name of the employee 
down and put down yes or no? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, that’s it. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) You made a list of the employees and wrote after 
each name yes or no? A. I didn’t make a list of the employees, just the 
ones I talked to. 

Q. I see. Now, you testified that all of the employees that you 
talked to that only two said that they had signed is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. And who were those employees? A. Mr. Ed Walton and I be- 


lieve the other was Holleyfield Hardwick I believe it was. 


Q. Now, did you have occasion to speak to James Bostick? A. No, 


I never spoke to James Bostick. 

Q. Did you have occasion to see or speak to this girl Florence Mond? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Is that the seamstress that you couldn’t think of? A. She is 
not a seamstress, she is a presser. She was a presser and | guess that she 


still is. 
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Q. Did you speak to Florence Mond? A. No. 
Q. How about Jesse Bobb, did you speak to him? A. I asked him 


the question and like the rest he said no. 
Q. You did speak to Jesse Bobb is that right? 
MR. SUDARSKY: He so stated on direct. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mr. Reed, how can you be sure after such 


a long period of time that the employees that you have just named, how 
can you be sure that you did not ask them whether they had signed a 
union card? A. How can I be sure, because I know what I said to them. 

Q. When you were asked about the speech by your boss you are un- 
sure as to what he said, is that right? A. I told you what he said and 
what I got from it, from the speech. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You gave your best recollection of what you 
heard the boss say? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. : 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) I see. But why would you stop, why would 
you ask only some of your Negro friends and why would you not ask 
others? A. Listen I have answered this and I think I have already told 
you the ones that I am directly in with, those people that I work with or 
come around asking favors and what not those are the ones I was interested 
in asking the question, because I wanted to know whether they did or did 
not sign these cards or whether somebody signed them for them. Some 
of them I know couldn’t read or write and that’s why I asked the ques- 
tion. : 

Q. Did you ask all the employees in the shipping department? 

A. The ones that I have named that were there at the time those are the 
ones that I asked. 
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Q. At what time? A. The time that I asked the question. 

Q. How many times did you go around? A. One time. 

Q. Just once? A. That’s all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How many employees were in the shipping de- 
partment? 

THE WITNESS: At that time I think there was four I guess. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And about how many of the four did you ask? 

THE WITNESS: I asked all the ones that were there that day. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, Mr. Reed, you mentioned that prior to the 
time Mr. Bostick made his speech — strike that. Prior to the time that Mr. 


Rametta made his speech the work wasn’t moving in the shop I believe is 


how you put it, what did you mean by that? A. I meant that people 
were walking about and afraid to say anything to anybody and everybody 
was walking around like they had a grudge against somebody and waiting 
for somebody to jump on one another and consequently instead of doing 
the work they were just milling around. 

Q. And for how long had this been going on? A. Ever since this 
thing had been started. 

Q. When was it started? A. Who knows? I don’t know until 
Mr. Rametta asked me to see about these signatures and that is when I 
first knew. 

Q. The speech made by Mr. Rametta was this before or after you 
went round and asked the employees? A. This was after I believe. 

Q. What was after? A. The speech after I believe. 

Q. Now, from the time Mr. Rametta asked you to make you survey 
did you then go right out and make it? A. I went right then and did it 
and got through with it and forgot it. 
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Q. Where did you come back to after that? A. I came back to 


where I was originally, right back where I was suppose to be. 

Q. And how long did the survey take? A. Ten minutes if that 
long. | 

Q. Now — A. How long it takes to say yes or no. 

Q. And after this ten minute survey and you had your list compiled 
of all the people that you had asked what did you then do? A What 
did I do? 

Q. Did you go back to Mr. Rametta? A. I presented him with 
the list and I gave him my personal opinion because I told him that I be- 
lieve they had. 

Q. What did you tell Mr. Rametta? A. That I — to tell you the 
truth I think they are lying. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you say, “To tell you the truth I think 
they are lying?” : 

THE WITNESS: That is right. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) That who were lying? A. That’s what I said, 
they hadn’t signed. 

Q. And what did Mr. Ramatta say? A. What is he going to say, 
that’s all, I just took the list and laid it on his desk. 

Q. Did he say, “Thank you, John.” 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What difference does it make if he said thank 
you. : 

THE WITNESS: He doesn’t have to thank me I am doing a job. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did Mr. Rametta ask you if you had signed? 
A. Ask me if I had signed? 

Q. Yes? A. No he didn’t ask me if I had signed. 
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Q. Now, Mr. Reed, I am going to read you a list of names, last 


names; Campbell, Moore, Abrams, Hardwick, Walton, Hall, Thomas, Peters, 


and DeLawrence. ‘Are these all the employees that you questioned pursuant 


to Mr. Rametta’s directions? A. Will you read that list once again | 
didn’t hear it all. 

Q. Campbell, Moore, Abrams, Hardwick, Walton, Hall, Thomas, Peters 
and DeLawrence? A. There is a name missing. 

Q. What name is that? A. The one that I can’t think of. May I 
ask a question here please? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: Sir, what is the seamstress name you recall. Ella 
Bryant. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Ella Bryant is the mysterious seamstress? 

A. Yes, that’s the one. 

Q. Are these all the people that you asked? A. Yes. 

Q. There is nobody else? A. The one I think that'I called out 
before there. 

Q. Just Ella Bryant. How about Jesse Bobb? A. I told you, I 
just got through telling you that I asked Bobb and he was standing right 
there by the machine. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did he — what did you ask him? 

THE WITNESS: Did he sign. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) How about Alverdeen Hatten? A. I don’t 
think she was in the shop at the time that I went around and if she was 
I don’t recall asking her anything. 

Q. Could you have asked her? A. I could have asked her but I 


don’t recall. 
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You just don’t recall, is that right? A. I don’t think she was 


How about Mozzella Peters? A. I just told you Mozzella Peters. 
You did ask her? A. I told you. 
How about “Florie” Mond? A. I didn’t ask Florence Mond or 
whatever her name is, I didn’t say anything to her. ! 
Q. Could you have asked Florence Mond? A. I could have asked 
all of them, there was nothing to stop me from asking them. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: The question really is this, is it possible that 
you did ask this Miss or Mrs. Mond and you say you don’t recall it now? 
THE WITNESS: I don’t recall asking Mrs. Mond anything. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It is your best recollection that you didn’t 
ask her? ! 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) It is possible that you might have? 
MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
MR. BROWN: No further questions of this witness. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Any redirect? 
MR. SIEGEL: May we have a moment? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Surely. 
MR. SIEGEL: All right. 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION ! 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mr. Reed, with respect to this speech and | 
know it is difficult to remember but was it your understanding of the 


speech that Mr. Rametta made that it wasn’t his position that ninety 
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per cent of the employees of the shop had signed cards but this was the 
claim that the union organizers had made, the union leader Mr. Cooper had 
made? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That is as leading as it can be, sir. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Yes, it is a very sensitive subject. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I appreciate that but because it is sensitive I 
know if I were the practicing attorney I would try and endeavor to refrain 
from leading because it is so sensitive. Weight will be given to this that it 
was presented by counsel for the respondent to an employee of twenty-six 
years, 

MR. SUDARSKY: This is preliminary of course. I will withdraw the 
question and try again. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Harm can be done by leading questions even 
though objections are sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Do you recall this speech that you testified 
to and whether or not you recall whether or not Mr. Rametta said any- 
thing about the visit that he had received from Mr. Cooper at the time 
he made the speech? 

MR. BROWN: Your Honor, I object to this as not proper redirect. 
The contents of the conversation were not delved into on cross. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t recall that it was. That was my first 
impression when you started, sir, there wasn’t anything on cross about 
the speech. I think that it is improper redirect examination. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Mr. Examiner, I would like to ask you this ques- 


tion if it were a crucial issue in your opinion and your feeling after six 


weeks of trial and something so important to Marie Phillips and I wanted to 
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recall this witness and ask him a question would you let me do it 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Nonetheless even though it is not proper re- 

direct, you are asking my permission to go into the matter, is that right? 
MR. SUDARSKY: You wouldn’t allow me if it were mecca) 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Why don’t you ask me instead of giving me a 


hypothetical situation, why don’t you ask for permission. 
MR. SUDARSKY: Well, co-counsel feels that the matter should be 


gone into so I am going to ask if I may this question of the witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You certainly may. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Thank you. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And I am not going to make another statement 
about leading. You are entirely on your own now. You know a leading 
question from a non-leading question. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Is that a caution to me by the Examiner? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Let’s not say another word about leading. 

MR. SUDARSKY: This is a caution by the Examiner after he appre- 
ciates the full significance of this and the fact that it is obvious that the 
witness does not. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I am repeating the same caution that I have 
repeated at least a half a dozen times throughout the course of this hearing. 
I have told both sides about the problems in connection with leading ques- 
tions. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mr. Reed, I will ask you if you oa recall the 
speech or talk given by Mr. Rametta to the shipping department, was it 
the shipping department? A. To the entire shop. 

Q. It was a speech to the entire shop? A. Yes, no individual 


departments. 
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Q. Was this speech given before or after you made your canvass or 
survey if you recall? A. If I am correct it was after. 

Q. It was after you made your survey? A. Yes. 

Q. Tell us in ‘your own words, Mr. Reed, what Mr. Rametta said — 
not your own words, tell us please what Mr. Rametta said? A. As far 
as I can recall — 

Q. His words? A. Like I stated as far as I can recall the speech 
went along the line that — 

Q. Not along the line, what did he actually say? A. I can’t tell 
you what he actually said. I can tell you what I got from the speech, from 
my hearing of the speech. 

Q. Is it impossible for you to recall his very words? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, after all this time you don’t recall his 
exact words? 

THE WITNESS: I listen to a speech and what I hear is what I 
get from it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Right. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t get word for word what somebody said, I 
remember certain parts or certain phrases, but the whole text of what is 
said I don’t know. 

Q. (by Mr. Sudarsky) To the best of your ability please give us what 
he said on this occasion? A. Well, no more than what I have already 
said. 

Q. Would you mind telling us again what he said? A. As I afore- 


stated the only thing was that he explained that it was his understanding 


that ninety per cent of the shop had been signed. That people were talk- 


ing and walking around — 
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Q. Now, this understanding — 

MR. BROWN: May the witness finish. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, you did ask the question and eaealy 
we do the witness the courtesy of letting him answer the question, 

MR. SUDARSKY: This is quite common for an attorney to make a 
point. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I wish you would not interrupt the witness 
when the witness is testifying and giving an answer. 

MR. SUDARSKY: It is done every day of the week. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t like it done before me. 

MR. SUDARSKY: When the answer is lengthy and important point 
is made it is quite common for the counsel to ask a question on that point, 
especially when the point seems to be significant. 

MR. BROWN: At this point I think it is quite clear that if Mr. 
Sudarsky wishes to argue to the Court as to what is of concern to coun- 
sel for the respondent that such argument should be made outside of the 
presence of the witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: There is nothing improper in Mr. Sudarsky $ 


statement. 


MR. BROWN: I am not saying there is anything improper, of course 


not, I am just saying that I feel — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. I have heard enough. I am going 
to permit you to interrupt here, but I do not like it. I don’t think it is 
a good practice but you may do it. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) With respect to the ninety per cent of the 
shop was this the very words that Mr. Rametta used or was this ‘your con- 


clusion? A. I tell you this is the whole speech based on what I 
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concluded from the speech. I think I said that before and I am saying it 
again. I can’t say that the man said it. The situation was such at that 
time that people had signed cards and the man was anxious to get his work 
out and that was the basis of the whole speech to let’s get together, smile, 
work and get the work out and after when they take a vote whichever way 
it goes, it is all right. The main thing now is to move this work this was 
the whole thing. 

Q. Did anybody know how many people in the shop had signed cards, 
Mr. Reed? A. Not that I know of from the visitation that he had 
gotten. 

Q. From Mr. Cooper? A. I don’t know who visited him, I wasn’t 
there. 

Q. This was a claim that the union had made that wasn’t the claim 
that Mr. Rametta made? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) When Mr. Rametta called you into the office 
to ask you to make this survey did he tell you about the visit that he re- 
ceived from Mr. Cooper and the other members of the International Ladies’ 
Garment Union? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, your Honor. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: As far as I can recall the only thing that Mr. Rametta 


said to me was that he stated that members of the shop had signed cards 


for the union and he wanted to know if they had, whether this was true 


or not because I don’t know, I wasn’t there, but the way I understood it 
they approached him and told him that they had the majority of the jobs, 


the majority of the shop signed for the union. 
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MR. BROWN: Objection he is testifying as to hearsay. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. I understand the answer. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, did Mr. Rametta say this to the em- 
ployees when he gave the speech? | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Just a minute please, Mr. Sudarsky. I don’t 
understand that this witness is saying that is something that Mr. Rametta 

said to him, this is something that the witness understood. Did Mr. 
Rametta tell you that the union had come in and told him that most of 
the employees had signed for the union? 

THE WITNESS: This was when he called me about the cards? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, did he tell you this that the union had 
been in and told him that most of the employees had signed for the union? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I guess — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is that something that you understood? 

THE WITNESS: I didn’t know it was the union or who the ‘group 
was that had been there. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Rametta told you? 

THE WITNESS: He said that they had said that they had a ‘majority 
of the shop. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Proceed, counsel. 


Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) And did Mr. Rametta at that time know 


whether it was true or not?) <A. No. 
MR. BROWN: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Mr. Rametta then asked you to find out 


whether there was any truth in it? A. He asked me to find out from 
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some of them that I; was closely connected with if they had signed. 


Q. Was this before or after Mr. Rametta gave his speech? 


MR. BROWN: Asked and answered. 

THE WITNESS: That was before the speech. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) This was before the speech? A. Yes. 

Q. I see. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You reported to Mr. Rametta before the speech 
was given? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Sudarsky) Now, in time sequence was the speech given 
on the same day? A. No, I don’t believe so. 

Q. The speech was not given on the same was it given the next day? 
A. I don’t recall what day it was, no. 

Q. Your memory on the speech is not good? A. As far as the 
date I don’t remember the date, I remember the time it was around noon- 
time, I guess it was around lunch time or break but what day it was or 
whether it was a Thursday or a Friday or when I don’t recall. 

Q. Can you tell us how many days elapsed between the day you were 
called into the office to make this survey and the day he gave the speech? 
A. May I say something? 

Q. Please? A. I hope it will clear it up for you. I had one thing 
to do and I had forgotten the union and everybody else because I had a 
job to do and the only thing I was interested in and when the time elapsed 
and the dates and this and that it didn’t concern me. 

Q. So your memory on this speech — A. I remember the speech 


because I was standing right there by him. 
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Q. This is the speech to the whole shop? A. This was to the 
whole shop and not to one individual or two people, everybody was in- 
volved when it was called and the machines and everything stopped and 
everybody gathered around to hear what he was saying. | 

Q. Was the speech given at noontime? A. I am trying to think, 
it was just before noon or during lunch hour or when | forget now. Most 


of the speeches that were given are given at quarter of or quarter past or 


sometime between the 12:00 and 12:30 break. So I presume and I may 


be wrong that it must have been somewhere around in that time. 

Q. This speech was to encourage you all to get together and get on 
with your work and to avoid friction about the union? 

MR. BROWN: Objection. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. : 

THE WITNESS: The speech was more or less to let the people know 
that he knows that they signed cards and that is all well and good but the 
work was the more important thing at that particular time. You have got 
to move the work and you can’t move it if people just ain’t working and 
that’s all and they were scared to say something to one another and every- 
body was ready to flyoff the handle and before that everybody was smiling 
and now everybody was walking around with a frown on their faces. 

Q. Did Mr. Rametta say that himself that he knew personally how 
many people had signed cards? A. No, he didn’t say how he knew how 
many had signed. : 

Q. So Mr. Rametta did not say that he knew how many in the shop 
had signed cards at the time he made that speech? A. He didn’t say he 
knew how many but that he knew that cards had been signed. | 


Q. He knew that some cards had been signed? A. Yes. 
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MR. SUDARSKY: That is all, Mr. Examiner. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Mr. Brown? 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 

(By Mr. Brown) Mr. Reed, you testified that Mr. Rametta didn’t tell 
you — strike that, didn’t tell the employees how he knew but he did tell 
them that he knew, is that not right? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That he knew what? 

MR. BROWN: That he knew that ninety per cent had signed cards. 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. He testified to this on redirect. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think that has been — 

MR. SIEGEL: I don’t think that the figure was ever mentioned on 
redirect. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is my recollection that it was. The objection 


is overruled. 


MR. SIEGEL: I will challenge your recollection on that point. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) You recall the question? 

A. I just got through answering the same thing. 

Q. What did he say? A. He said that he knew that people had 
signed cards and he asked me how many and I don’t recall him saying 
how many and I said approximately ninety percent of the shop and that 
is what I heard from somebody I guess that is supposed to be representing 

you. 

Q. You know who I am? A. I don’t know who you are. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. He is counsel for the General 


Counsel. 
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MR. BROWN: I am from the government and not from the union. 
MR. SUDARSKY: Is that a threat. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t think it is threat. 
MR. SUDARSKY: I don’t think it is a proper remark by counsel, 


he has no greater significance than respondent’s counsel and the fact that 
he represents the government has absolutely no bearing on the case, none 
whatsoever. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, Mr. Sudarsky did you hear the witness” 
answer, that he got the information from the same people that presen 
you. I imply from his answer that he believed that Mr. Brown | 

THE WITNESS: He was the union. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I have explained that he represents the union 
— strike that, the General Counsel and not the union and there is nothing 


improper in it at all. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Let’s get to the point, Mr. Reed, now did Mr. 
Rametta or did he not and all we want to know is what Mr. Rametta 
told the employees. Did he or did he not tell the employees when he 
made the speech that he knew that ninety per cent signed the cards? 

A. No, he didn’t say ninety per cent. He knew they had signed, 
some employees signed the cards, he knew they had signed and he knew 
by the reactions the way that they were going around they were not the 
same as they were before this happened. | 

Q. But what I am getting at is did Mr. Rametta tell the employees 
when he made the speech that you heard did he say to the employees 


that he knew a majority of the people had signed the cards? A. I 
think I stated — | 
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Q. Yes or no please? A. No. 
Q. He did not say that? A. No. 
Q. Okay. Did Mr. Rametta say to the employees when he made the 


speech that he knew that cards had been signed? A. Not in those 


words, he said he knew that they had signed but he didn’t say he knew 
cards had been signed. 

Q. He told the employees that he knew that they had signed? 

A. Yes. 

Q. You testified before that you knew that Mr. Rametta knew that 
ninety per cent had signed, is that right. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I object to that question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Did Mr. Rametta tell you when you brought 
back your results of your poll and gave him your impression as you testi- 
fied before, did he say anything to you at that time? A. Anything 
to me at that time concerning what? 

Q. Concerning how many cards had been signed? A. No, sir. 

Q. Well, how ido you know that he knew that ninety percent had 
signed? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. : 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Was that speech that Mr. Rametta made the 
only speech that you heard him make? A. In the — in regards to 
this? 

Q. Yes? By this we mean the union affairs? A. No, it is not 


the only one. 
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Q. When was the next time you heard Mr. Rametta make a speech? 
MR. SUDARSKY: Objection, I didn’t question as to that? | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. BROWN: The question is on the grounds of Mr. Sudarsky’s 
question of what was the lapse of time between the time Mr. Reed took 
the poll and the time that Mr. Rametta gave the speech. There is an 

inference in the record that this may have been given the same day 
that Mr. Reed gave his report and if there was a later speech I want to 
try to develop it because I think that I can. I think the door has been 
opened. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How long — withdrawn. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, I also point out that we object to the 
wording of the question on the grounds of the next one. There has been 
no testimony as to the next at all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I am sustaining the objection. You can ask 
him questions about this speech that he heard. Did you hear any speech 
about the union before this speech that you have been testifying about? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. So you stick with this speech. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, sir. 

MR. BROWN: All right, sir. 


Q. (By Mr. Brown) Now, I would like to move into another sub- 


ject. You keep repeating, Mr. Reed, that people were walking around the 
shop glum and weren’t talking to each other and jumping on other people’s 
back. I think that is a fair representation of what you said, is it not? 


A. Yes. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead with your question will you please, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) My question is very simply this, why were the 
employees acting in this manner that was unlike the way they were before 
as you so testified? 

MR. SUDARSKY: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. You know why they were going 
around like that. 

THE WITNESS: | I don’t know why. I just have an assumption. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind the assumption. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t know. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) You testified that or you tell us that the 
reason or one of the reasons for Mr. Rametta’s speech was to tell them 
that the matter of union representation would be settled in an election, 
is that correct? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection, that is a conclusionary statement, one of 
the reasons. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) You tell us that Mr. Rametta said that your 


feelings for the union or against the union can be settled in an election, 


isn’t that part of what Mr. Rametta said, whether you wanted to be repre- 


sented or not represented would be settled in an election, isn’t that part 
of what Mr. Rametta said? A. I think he said if a vote is taken which- 
ever way it goes one way or the other, for now let’s get to work and let’s 
be like we were smiling and — 
Q. Were when? A. Before. 
Q. Before what? A. Before all this undercover stuff. 
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Q. What undercover stuff? A. Signing of these cards. 

Q. And — A. This is my saying. 

Q. Signing of the union cards when did that start? : 7 I don’t 
know. | 


Q. How do you know it had any bearing on the signing? A. May 


I answer that in my way of speaking? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, you certainly can. 

THE WITNESS: What I am trying to say, I am no fool— | 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) Nobody said you were. A. I work with 
people and when they do something and somebody found out they don’t 
give, they don’t work and they are afraid that somebody by virtue of this 
is going to say something and they are more tense. | 

Q. I see. A. And, therefore, the work was piling up and it 
wasn’t moving like it should have been. 
; 
MR. SUDARSKY: Objection this is all beyond the scope of redirect. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. I am not going into that at this 


Q. When the people first started acting this way when — 


stage of recross and I don’t remember whether it is the first or second 
recross. I am not going into the question of when people first started 
looking glum. | 

MR. BROWN: May I also point out to the court you realize that we 
are getting to the end of the proceeding and may I also point out that if 
this man could indicate or could see for himself that the people were start- 
ing to act different from how they had acted before and to make the con- 
nection thence certainly it is not without reason that other people, other 


supervisors also made this same assumption. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. BROWN: No further questions. 

MR. SUDARSKY: No further questions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Just a moment. I have a question that may 
turn out to be two or three questions. It will be a preliminary statement. 
EXAMINATION 

Q. (By the Trial Examiner) You have testified, Mr. Reed, that you 
— after you made ia survey of the employees to find out whether they 
signed a card or didn’t sign a card Mr. Rametta made a speech to the em- 
ployees, right? A. That is right. 

Q. All the employees were there? That’s right. 

Q. Now, I want you to think carefully about my question and I 
want a simple definite answer if possible. Now, here is the question. In 
this speech to all the employees did or did not Mr. Rametta say to the 
employees that most of the employees had signed? A. Your Honor, 
as far as I can recollect and as straight as I can possibly make it he said 
that he knew that cards had been signed, but as I stated before the point 
of this thing was that cards had been signed but the work was piling up. 

Q. All right. But you see my question is this, and if you don’t 


remember now you can tell me that you don’t remember. I want your 


best memory. Did or did he not tell the employees that most of the em- 


ployees had signed? A. I don’t remember him using that word most. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Thank you. Any questions. 
MR. BROWN: I have one question. 
FURTHER RECROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Brown) Mr. Reed, when Mr. Rametta told the employees 
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that if they have any questions they can come to you, did he name any 
others? 

MR. SUDARSKY: That is being objected to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is sustained. 

MR. BROWN: Sustained? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, you had finished your recross and redirect 
had been finished and I asked one simple question just on that speech, did 
or did not Mr. Rametta say that most of the employees had signed and 
that was my question. You may ask questions on that particular matter 
which I just brought up, otherwise I would say all of the parties/are pretty 
well concluded with this witness. 

MR. BROWN: If I may I have a question on that one point. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead. , 

Q. (By Mr. Brown) You answered the Court, Mr. Rametta did 


not say that most had signed. Did he use the word many? A. He 


used — he knew that cards had been signed. 

Q. Did he use the word many? A. I don’t recall him saying 
that I don’t recall him saying that. 

Q. Did he use the word majority? A. No, he just stated like I 
thought I said that he knew cards had been signed. | 

Q. Did he use any percentile? A. Meaning which? 

Q. Did he use any percentage like sixty per cent or SEE eighty 


| 


or ninety? A. No. 


* * 
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Dept. of Labor, 
Weathersfield, Conn. 


Nov. 8, 1967, Wed. 


* * * 


SALVATRICA CANCELLIERI 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Cancellieri, you testitied on June 21, 1967 
in the earlier time that we had a hearing at Page 2116 in the record that 
you were told by Benny Fiamma before you signed the card, we are just 
about all completed, and we need just a few more signatures. A. (through 
interpreter) Two or three signatures were necessary. 
Q. If you knew that that statement was not true, would you have 
signed the card for the union? 


MR. ROSEMERE: Objection, Mr. Examiner, at the outset, I certainly 


don’t wish to appear instructive. I know the reason why the hearing has 


been re-opened. I certainly however want to preserve my right to object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You are acting quite properly, and I take it you 
want a standing objection and Mr. Jacobson does, to any questions that are 
going to whether or not these witnesses relied upon certain alleged misre- 
presentations. Or, in ‘other words, whether they would have signed the 
cards but for the alleged misrepresentations, and you object to these ques- 
tions, am I correct? 

MR. JACOBSON: I would like the record to show my continuing ob- 
jection to this line of questioning. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You each have a continuing objection, and the 


objection is overruled. 
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MR. SIEGEL: May we ask the reporter to read the questions 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, may we go off the record? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. : 

(Discussion off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. Now, we have this. The witness 
has forgotten the question. We are going too far. Well, even before I have 
the question read back to the witness or re-interpreted for her, I have got 
a couple of objections to the question to consider. While we were off the 
record Mr. Jacobson pointed out that he objected and moved to strike the 
volunteered statement of this witness to the effect that some, that she was 
told by Benny Een that two or three more signatures were needled to 
have it complete, and you do move to strike? | 

MR. JACOBSON: Yes, I do. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the grounds that this re-opened hearing is 
not being conducted to develop further evidence as to misrepresentation? 

MR. ROSEMERE: I would. : 

MR. JACOBSON: I would on the ground that the respondent has 


| 
already asked this witness questions concerning misrepresentations. | 
| 


TRIAL EXAMINER: And not to go into it any further. All right, 


you have no opposition to that motion to strike? 

MR. SIEGEL: No. I have no intention — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The motion to strike is granted. | 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner, now, I don’t understand. I’m sorry. 
May I ask you to re-consider the motion to strike what? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Her volunteered statement. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, I didn’t ask her, I mean, that is a matter of your 


discretion. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: That is all right, so I’m granting the motion 
to strike then. Now, we have a further objection from Mr. Rosemere 
that this witness at the original hearing was not asked if she relied upon 
the alleged misrepreséntation. Counsel for the respondent has the transcript 
open and wishes to call to my attention the place in the record where she 
was asked that question. 

MR. SIEGEL: Yes, Mr. Examiner, thank you. On Page 2117, Line 5. 

MR. ROSEMERE: May I have just a moment to pull that out. 

MR. SIEGEL: It says on Line 5, question, did she rely upon that 


statement — strike that — would she have signed that card if what Benny — 


Mr. Benny Fiamma said was not true. Mr. Brown, objection. Trial 


Examiner, Line 9, sustained. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I withdraw the objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, I think we are ready to have the reporter 
read the question and have the interpreter interpret the answer from the 
witness. Am I correct? 

MR. SIEGEL: That is correct. May we also ask so that the witness 
understands the framework that the reporter read my previous question and 
the answer so that she then can follow in sequence. It’s a little bit easier 
in the record this way. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, Miss Reporter, when you are reading that 
question and anything that the witness may have said, will you please read 
it in pieces so that the interpreter may interpret it for the witness. 

(Stenographer reads back.) 

THE WITNESS: (Through interpreter) No. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) If that statement had not been told to you, 
would you have signed the card? A. (Through interpreter) No, I was 
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told I was the last one; that is it. 


; 
Q. So you signed the card for the union because you were told these 


statements by Mr. Fiamma? A. — — — 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection; it’s very leading. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, let me point out — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, go ahead. 

MR. JACOBSON: The same problem has arisen again. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I’m perfectly aware of it. Will you waianel 
this is over. I assure you I’m going to strike these volunteered statements. 
Have you conciuded now, Mr. Siegel? | 

* * * * 
MRS. JOSEPHINE CANASSI 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent, and haying 
been duly sworn previously, was examined and testified as follows: : 
DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) On the occasion of your earlier testimony on 
June 22, 1967, you testified, and it’s in the record at Page 2285 that 
Mrs. Angela Iannone and Louis Greca told you before you signed the card 
that the majority has already signed. I ask you now if you knew that that 
statement was not true, would you have signed the card for the union? 

A. No. | 

Q. I also ask you if that statement had not been made to you would 
you have signed the card for the union? A. No. : 

Q. Thank you. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Cross examination. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Before you came here today, did you have 


any conversation with either Mr. Siegel or Mr. Sudarsky about this matter? 
A. No, not today, Monday. 

Q. This past Monday? A. Yes. 

Q. Where did you have the conversation? A. He asked me the 
same questions now he asked me Monday in the shop. 

Q. Was it in the shop? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was present at the time? A. Me and him. 

Q. You and Mr. Siegel? A. The same questions he ask me over 
here, he ask me in the shop; those two questions. 

Q. What else was asked you, if anything? A. That is all. 

Q. Now, at the time that the union people spoke to you about the 
card, I believe that majority was mentioned to you? A. They told me 
the majority had signed; that is why I signed. 

Q. What does majority mean to you? A. By majority, 95 per 
cent. They told me only three or four people in the shop hadn’t signed. 
That is why I signed. 

Q. Does that mean to you that a majority of those who were asked 
to sign did sign? A. They told me the majority had signed already; 
that is why I signed my name. I didn’t see the paper. They told me the 
majority had signed. 

Q. Did that mean to you a majority of those who were asked to sign 
did sign? A. What do you mean? 

Q. When they told you that a majority had signed, did that mean to 
you a majority of those whom they asked to sign did in fact sign? 


A. I don’t understand. Mr. Donato, what do they say? 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Let the record show the witness has asked 
the interpreter to rephrase the question in Italian. You may do so. | 
Q. When majority was mentioned to you, did that mean to Ste that 
a majority of those who were asked to sign did sign. A. That is right, 
yes. | 
Q. When you were told that a majority had signed, did this mean to 
you that a majority of those who were asked to sign did sign? 


MR. SIEGEL: I suggest that is a little confusing to the witness. May 


| invite the examiner to invite Mr. Rosemere to phrase the question ‘ina 


way so that the witness will perhaps better understand it. It’s obvious she 
doesn’t understand the question. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It hasn’t been interpreted for her. If she doesn’t 
understand the question, just let her say so. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When you were told that a majority had 
signed, did this mean to you that a majority of those who were asked to 
sign did sign? A. Yes. : 

ee- i 

MR. SUDARSKY: Now, May I be heard on that for a moment. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Heard on what? : 

MR. SUDARSKY: On this. I’m going to make a motion to strike. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Make your motion to strike. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I think the question is an unfair one. 1 - it 
should be put in this light so this witness can be given a clear, fair oppor- 
tunity to answer whether the majority of those asked to sign cards or 
whether she believed a majority in the shop were asked to sign cards. 


2730 TRIAL EXAMINER: I understand that, I think it’s clear. | 
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MR. SIEGEL: I don’t think the witness does. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You are going to have an opportunity for 
redirect, sir. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I withdraw my objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. ‘Rosemere) May I put my question directly to you again? 
A. Yes. 

Q. At the time you were asked to sign, were you told about the 
union benefits? A. They told me about the union benefits. 

Q. Now, with that in mind, did this have some bearing on your 


decision to sign? A. I’m too old. I told them I’m too old for the union. 


For the first times, I won’t sign. After so long I signed my name. They 


say everybody sign, I sign myself? that is that truth. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Have I understood your answer to this that they 
spoke to you about union benefits and you said to them you were too old 
for the union benefits; did you say that to them? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I told them — — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Forgive me now. Just let me — I want to make 

sure I got your answer down completely. Then they told you the 
majority had signed so you signed, is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: That is right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When they told you about the union bene- 
fits, were you interested in the union benefits? A. No, I never like the 
union. 

Q. Excuse me. A. So many years I work and I don’t like the 


union. I never work with the union; I don’t want the union. 
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Q. Were you interested at all in the union benefits they told you 
about? A. No. 

Q. Were wages discussed with you? A. What do you mean? 

Q. Was — did the union propose any difference in wages? A. Raise 
in pay, yes. 

Q. Were you interested in a raise in pay? A. If the union raised 
the pay, they raise it for everybody. : 

Q. Were you interested in that? A. Yes. 

Q. I see, when you signed the card, did this have any bearing on 
your decision to sign? A. What? | 

Q. When you signed the card? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have in mind the union’s proposal to seek an increase in 
wages? A. No, I just signed the card because they give me a headache 
every day, to sign the card. That is why I signed the card. 

MR. JACOBSON: Could I have that answer read back? 

(Stenographer reads back.) : 

Q. When they told you that a majority had signed, did you know 
whether that was true or not? A. No, I didn’t see the cards. They told 
me a majority signed, so I signed. They didn’t show me no cards. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you believe them? | 

THE WITNESS: I believe it, sure, they say a majority sign it, so I 
signed it. I didn’t see no cards; I don’t know whether they told a lie or 
not. : 

Q. Did it make any difference to you whether it was true or not? 


A. What do you mean? 


Q. Did it make any difference to you whether it was true or not? 


A. I don’t know; what do you mean, make a difference? 
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Q. Did you care whether it was true or not? A. No. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I have no further questions. 

MR. SIEGEL: I’m going to move to strike the word care; I think it 
was improper. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. You will have redirect. Wait a 
second, Mr. Jacobson probably has some questions. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) How many times were you visited by Mr. Greca 
and Mrs. Iannone? A. The first time — I want to say something — those 
two guys, they come in my office, those two fellows in the back. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner. 

THE WITNESS: Can I say something? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, don’t volunteer. It’s only because that is 


the way we do things here. Don’t think I’m picking on you. 


MR. JACOBSON: I want to object to these volunteered statements. 

MR. WITNESS: I want to tell the truth. They come around, always 
sign, sign, sign. That is the truth. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And you are referring to the two men sitting 
back here in the corner of the room. 

THE WITNESS: They come to my house and stay about one hour. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Are the two men you are referring to the two 
men sitting in the back of the room? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. SUDARSKY: May they be identified for the record. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Appel and Mr. Shindler. 

MR. JACOBSON: I move to strike the witness’s answer on the grounds 


it is not responsive to my question. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: It was responsive to mine; overruled. How many 
times did Mr. Greca and Mrs. Iannone come to your house; 
THE WITNESS: The lady. The lady just come when I send. 
He give me a ride every morning. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Greca gave you a ride every morning? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, he told me to sign. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: The lady just said once they come to your 
house — | 
THE WITNESS: The lady, just once she come to my house, and this 
guy. That is all. I didn’t see the lady anymore. 
Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Didn’t you sign the card because even though 
the benefits wouldn’t help you, you thought they would help the younger 


workers in the shop? A. No, just sign the card and forget it. I just 


signed the card. I says, I don’t want to bother; just sign it; I don’t 
want to know anything about it. 7 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Greca and Mrs. Iannone that you were signing so 
that the other employees in the shop would receive the union benefits? 
A. No, I never said anything. Just signed it. That is all. : 

Q. When you were visited by Mr. Greca and Mrs. Iannone, did they 


discuss holidays with you? 


MR. SIEGEL: Objection, Mr. Examiner, we are now going into the — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. | 

THE WITNESS: | don’t say nothing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don’t answer. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, if I may be heard. One of the 


benefits that the union holds out to employees are substantially more 


holidays. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: You had a full and complete opportunity to 


interrogate this witness as to what was said to her at the time that Mrs. 
Iannone and Mr. Greca were at her house. You have had that opportunity. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, it’s necessary to put this stage 
of the hearing into proper perspective. It is true that when this witness was 
originally called before this hearing was re-opened, General Counsel and the 

union had a chance to question this witness, but you must remember 
that at that time questions concerning the particular misrepresentation that 
we are dealing with today was irrelevant. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Testimony was received and I think objections 
to receiving the testimony as to misrepresentations was overruled. It was 
my ruling at the original hearing that testimony as to the misrepresentations 
was relevant. The reliance upon it was found to be irrelevant’ and 
immaterial. 

MR. JACOBSON: What I’m saying is not only based upon your rul- 
ings at this hearing, but is also based upon the controlling decision by the 
National Labor Relations Board which was existing at the time of that 
hearing which clearly said that the misrepresentation is irrelevant, and I 
would cite the Merrill Wheel and Axel case to you. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don’t bother citing any cases to me right now. 
I’m going to permit you to interrogate this employee whether she would 
sign the card but for the erroneous misrepresentation that a majority had 
signed the card; that is the issue you are interrogating on. 

MR. JACOBSON: May I also try to demonstrate this witness tried 
to rely on other things when she signed the card? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You can ask.ker whether she relied on anything 


else. 
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Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mrs. Tonassi, would you tell us all the reasons 
why you signed the union card? A. I signed the union card because they 
says everybody sign, only a few people don’t sign, so I signed it. That is the 
truth, and that is all. | 

Q. However, had you ever met Mrs. Iannone before? A. No. 

Q. She was a stranger to you then? A. That is right. | 

Q. But she told you that a majority of the employees had signed and 
you believed her? A. I believed her, surely. 


Q. Is it usual for you to believe what strangers tell you? 


MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 


A. You say something, I believe it. It is up to you whether you told me 


the lie or not. 

Q. Now, can you tell me exactly what Mrs. Iannone told you concern- 
ing that misrepresentation? A. No, she didn’t tell me anything, just come 
one night to my house here, and Mr. Greca, with a card. They told me that 
is a secret and everything. I signed it. We didn’t talk, nothing. I sign the 

paner and that is all. I says, because I know it was before the dis- 
cussion before about the union and everything. They don’t say a thing to me. 
They says this is a secret. I sign my name and that is all. We didn’t have 
no discussion. They didn’t say anything to me. They said that is i secret. 
There is a few people who don’t sign. They convince me there was a few 
people that didn’t sign, otherwise I wouldn’t sign it for nobody. | 

Q. Who told you just a few people hadn’t signed the card? A. This 
lady and — ! 

Q. Did Mrs. Iannone tell you that? A. They said majority, and 
that fellow Greca. : 
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Q. Teli me as best you can the exact words she used? A. They 
say the majority. I didn’t see no paper or nothing. They say a few people 
in the shop hadn’t signed. I thought, what are they going to do with my 
vote. They say it wasn’t going to told; it was a secret. I didn’t have no 
argument with them, no talk, no nothing. 

Q. Did they tell you the names of the people? A. No, they don’t 
tell me nothing. 

Q. Did they tell you the names of the people who hadn’t signed the 
cards? A. No, I didn’t see no paper. They had the paper in their 

hands. I didn’t see nothing. 

Q. Did they tell you the names of some of the people that had already 
signed? A. No. 

Q. Did you, know any people that had already signed cards before 
the visit? A. I don’t know. Everybody said a lie. I don’t know who 
Signed or not signed. 

Q. Prior to Mrs. Iannone’s visit, did you discuss with other employees 
in the shop whether or not they or you would sign union cards? A. No, 


because everybody was a secret. 


Q. Didn’t you say that employees told you they hadn’t signed cards 


and it turned out they had signed cards? A. I didn’t talk to the em- 
ployer about the card. 

Q. Employees, fellow-workers? A. This guy told me — Greca told 
me. I signed the card. 

Q. Didn’t other of the employees tell you that they hadn’t signed 
cards? A. No, I didn’t talk to nobody about the card. 

Q. Then can you tell me on what fact your answer that other em- 


ployees said they didn’t sign cards but it turned out that they did sign cards 
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is based upon? How do you know that these employees did sign 
cards. How do you know that these employees said that? A. How 
would I know, I don’t know anything about it. I didn’t ask the other 
people. Nobody wanted to say nothing, because it was a secret. 

Q. So you never discussed signing cards with any other employees? 
A. No. i 


Q. Prior to the visit by Mrs. Iannone? A. No, no, I just — this 

| 

| 

Q. After you were visited by Mr. Fiamma, after you were visited by 


lady come once to my house when I signed the card. 


Mr. Appel and Mr. Shindler, didn’t you discuss signing cards with other 
employees? A. No. | 

Q. Didn’t you ask them whether they were visited also? AL What 
do you mean? 

Q. Didn’t you ask other employees whether they were visited; by 
people from the union and asked to sign cards? A. I asked to sign the 
card for the people, the other people; I don’t understand. 

Q. After you visited— — — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: This is much too remote, Mr. Jacobson, whether 


she asked other employees whether they were visited by union people to 
| 


sign cards is much too remote. 

MR. JACOBSON: I would submit that goes to the question of reli- 
ance, Mr. Trial Examiner. : 

Q. After you signed the card, did you ever ask anybody from the 
union for the card back? A. No. 

Q. After you signed the card, did you find out whether what Mrs. 


Iannone had told you was true or false? 
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MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. Now, you say that Mrs. Greca accompanied Mrs. Iannone. Can 
you tell me what Mr. Greca told you concerning what — whether other 
people had signed or not? A. Nothing. They told me everybody signed. 
So you can sign. It was just that. That is what they told me. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did Mr. Greca tell you that too. 

THE WITNESS: Everybody signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mrs. Iannone told you that or Mr. Greca told 
you that, is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Greca told me. I didn’t see this lady; I just 
saw her once. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, no, just take one thing at a time. 


When Mr. Greca and Mrs. Iannone came to your house, did each one 


_ of them tell you that everybody but a few had signed up? A. Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Each one of them told you that? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, you have answered the question. 


Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) And can you tell us exactly or as best you can 
remember what Mr. Greca told you? A. He didn’t tell me nothing; he 
just said sign because everybody signed. So — mostly, just a few people 
are left to sign. 

Q. Did he say anything else to you? A. Nothing. 

Q. Didn’t he mention union benefits to you? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
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Q. How many times were you visited by Mr. Shindler and Mr. Appel? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. | 

A. I say just once. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t think she testified about that on direct 
examination. You brought that out. The objection is sustained. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I didn’t bring that out; as a 

matter of fact, I asked you to. 

MR. SIEGEL: You moved to strike it from the record “heron 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In any event, don’t address each other, gentle- 
men; the objection is sustained. 

Q. Did any employees or workers in Marie Phillips ever tell you that — 
ever tell you before you signed the card that a majority of the employees 
had signed cards? A. I won’t believe nobody, even if they tell me, I 
won’t believe nobody. 

Q. I didn’t hear that last answer. A. I told you, I just sign my 
on when the lady come to my house. That is all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What counsel wants to know is whether ; any 


employee, any fellow-worker told you that a majority of the employees had 


signed cards other than Mr. Greca. He was a fellow employee, wasn’t he? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Nobody else? 
THE WITNESS: Nobody said the truth; nobody said the truth. 


A lot of people, you ask if they sign and they say no, but they signed 
it. They are not going to say the truth. 
Q. Mam, can you tell me when these employees told you they hadn’t 


signed cards? A. I don’t know. 
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Q. But they had told you they had signed cards? A. Who? 

Q. Other employees, other workers? A. Even if you ask, they 
don’t say the truth. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Our problem is we are getting into'a time problem 
here, Mr. Examiner. We don’t know when these questions relate. I believe 
they are probably relative to a period long after the important time of the 
signing of the card, and the question is not relevant because it doesn’t pii- 
point time. 

Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) When did other employees tell you that they 
hadn’t signed cards? A. What do you mean, when? 

Q. I can’t make the question any clearer than that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Then get on to another subject matter then. 

A. What? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind, there is nothing for you. 
Q. Didn’t they tell you that they hadn’t signed cards prior to the time 


that you signed the card? A. No. 
Q. When did they tell you that? A. I don’t ask nobody. I told 


you, I didn’t ask nobody. I just talked with this guy in the morning 
that give me a ride. I didn’t ask nobody about the union, about the card. 
Nobody said the truth. I didn’t ask nobody. 

Q. You have already told us that other employees, even though 
you didn’t ask them, told you that they hadn’t signed cards? A. That 
is right. 

MR. SIEGEL: Mr. Examiner — 

Q. And I’m asking you — I’d like to finish my question. And I’m 
asking you when did they tell you this? A. What do you mean, before 
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I sign a lot of people say I don’t sign, and this and that. I don’t believe 
nobody. I don’t taik. ! 

Q. Before you signed the card you had been told by a number of 
employees that they hadn’t signed cards? A. I don’t remember. I don’t 
remember those things. I don’t remember those things from last year. I 
just remember when the lady came to my house, and I sign and that is all. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You believed her, did you? 3 


THE WITNESS: I don’t see no paper; they don’t show me no paren, 


nothing. 
Q. You believed a complete stranger even though other eho had 
told you that they hadn’t signed cards. 
MR. SUDARSKY: I object to that. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
THE WITNESS: I don’t know. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Never mind; don’t answer. 
| Q. Let me ask you again whether prior to your signing the card 
whether there was discussions that you participated in or you overheard 
about employees signing cards? . 

MR. SIEGEL: Don’t answer, objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I’d like to point out that I 
find it s:ecessary to repeat certain questions only because this witness will 
give certain answers and then after further questions will, shall we say, 
modify or change those answe:s, and I feel compelled to go back into it. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I’m aware of this. The witness voemrecis she 
does not appear to understand every word you have been using. The word 


prior. Do you know what prior means? 


2748 
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THE WITNESS: I don’t know. 

MR. JACBOSON: Do you know what before means? 

THE WITNESS: Before? Yes, I know. 

MR. JACOBSON: You know what before means? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Now, before you signed the card, other of 
the workers had told you that they hadn’t signed cards? 

MR. SUDARSKY: We have been over this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t know. I thought it was somebody who 
didn’t say the truth. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Whether they told you the truth or not, will 


you just answer the question. Before you signed the card for Mrs. Iannone. 


THE WITNESS: Yes. 

_ TRIAL EXAMINER: Did or did not other workers tell you that they 
had not signed cards. Before you signed the card for Mrs. Iannone, had 
other workers told you they hadn’t signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: A lot of people told they had signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, now, never mind whether they told 
you the truth or not. Did anybody tell you they hadn’t signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: That is right, yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Some told you? 

THE WITNESS: They signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Some told you they hadn’t signed? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Get on to your next question, will you please? 
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Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) When Mrs. Iannone told you that a majority 


had signed, what was she referring to? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. : 

Q. Did she tell you that a majority of the operators had signed? 
A. She told a majority had signed. That is why I signed. That is the 
truth. 

Q. Was she talking about the operators? A. No, she didn’t bay 
anything about it. She stayed five minutes in my house. I signed the 
paper and they go. | 

Q. Did she refer to the cutters at all? A. I don’t know anything 
about the cutters. | 

Q. So she didn’t tell you who made up the majority? A. I don’t 
know; I didn’t ask this question; I didn’t ask; I don’t know. | 


. . 


* * 


* 
GIUSEPPA ITALIA 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mrs. Italia, on June 26 when we last met, you 
told us and it’s in the record on Page 2571 that Benny Fiamma said to you 
before you signed a card that everyone had completely signed the cards? 

A. Yes. (Through interpreter) | 

Q. I ask you now if you knew that this statement of Mr. Fiamma was 
not true, would you have signed the card for the union? A. (Through 
interpreter) No. : 

MR. SIEGEL: That is all the questions I have. 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I want to ask a question before your cross 
examination. Did you or did you not believe Benny Fiamma when he 
made this statement to you? 

THE WITNESS: I believed him because he told me everybody had 
signed. (Through interpreter) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 


Q. Mrs. Italia, did you know whether Benny Fiamma was telling you 


the truth when he told you that? A. She says he was telling me the 


truth. I was trying to believe him. (Through interpreter) 
* * * * 
ANGELA CASAIS 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent, and 

having been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) On the last time we met, May 17, 1967, on the 
last time we met when you testified on May 17, 1967, you told us that an 
Atilia DeRenzo had told you before you signed your card that a majority of 
the employees did already sign the record — did already sign the card? 

A. (Through interpreter) Yes. 

Q. That isiat Page 831 in the record. If you knew that this statement 
was not true, would you have signed the card for the union? A. (Through 
interpreter) She did not know that it was the truth. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: If she had known that it was not true, would 
she have signed the card? 
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THE WITNESS: (Through interpreter) No, no, they told me that 


everyone had signed. If they had not told me in that way, I would 


not have signed. 

MR. SIEGEL: I have no other questions. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mrs. Casais, at the time you signed the card, 
were you interested in making the shop a better place to work in? | 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. --- 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I submit this goes to the question 
of reliance. 3 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Get to the question. No, never mind. Did you 
sign the card in order to make the place a better place to work in? : 

_ THE WITNESS: (Through interpreter) Frankly, I signed because they 
had told me that everyone had signed. She doesn’t know English ia she 
doesn’t understand Italian, and she is right now quite sick with nerves. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I submit that the witness did not 
respond to your question. I think we could try again, sir. : 

MR. SIEGEL: I submit she did respond. 

MR. ROSEMERE: She gave a reason. She did not respond 25 I take 
it to the Examiner’s question. 

I think we could try again, sir. 

MR. SIEGEL: She said frankly, the reason she signed was — : 

MR. ROSEMERE: She gave a reason before. She did not sac 


directly to your question. 
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MR. SIEGEL: Let’s qualify it and have the answer read. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'll repeat it. Did you or did you not sign the 
card so as to make the shop a better place to work in? 

THE WITNESS: (Through interpreter) I have told you I signed be- 
cause everyone had signed. 

MR. ROSEMERE: May I continue, sir? 

Q. Did you or did you not sign the card to improve the conditions of 
the workers? 

MR. SIEGEL: Object. 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I submit — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. 

MR. SIEGEL: May I ask that it be rephrased in a less propaganda 
type way. 


_ TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled, but you are coming 


to the end of this part of your cross examination? 

MR. ROSEMERE: This particular area, yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you remember the question. Did you or 
did you not sign the card to improve the condition of the workers? 

THE WITNESS: (Through interpreter) As I told you, I signed be- 
cause they told me the rest had all signed. If they hadn’t told me this, I 
wouldn’t have signed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. That is enough. 

MR. SUDARSKY; Mr. Examiner, may I ask as you did with the prior 
witness to explain to this witness there may be questions asked over again. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I7!1 do that. It maybe that questions will appear 


to be repeated. It’s unavoidable, and we ask you just to be patient with us. 
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THE WITNESS: (Through interpreter) She said, yes, she understands, 


but still she is sick and very bothered by this coming here over and qver 
again and always the same questions. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. | 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When they told you that everybody had signed, 
did you know whether that was true or not? A. (Through interpreter) 
I didn’t know that it wasn’t the truth. 3 
Q. Did you care whether it was true or not? 
MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 
A. (Through interpreter) Only that they told me that the majority 
had signed. | 
* * * 
ANNA INTERLANDI 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the respondent, and having 
been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: : 
| DIRECT EXAMINATION ! 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mrs. Interlandi, when we were last together 
on June 22, and you were telling us what happened about the signing of 
the cards, you told us that Arthus Appel, Mr. Appel had said to you before 
you sign your card that 95 percent was signed? A. That is right. 
Q. Now, that is Page 2262, Mr. Jacobson. 3 
MR. JACOBSON: I would like time to look at that before the witness 
answers the question. | 
MR. SIEGEL: Line 10. Line 9 and Line 10. 
Q. Now, Mrs. Interlandi, if you knew that that statement was not true, 


would you have signed the card for the union? A. Never, never, never. 


I’m sorry I did it. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, now, Mrs. Interlandi, I’m going to ask 
you first I want to point out to you that this is a hearing at the National 
Labor Relations Board of the United States. 

THE WITNESS: I’m sorry. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Of the United States, and we have to have a 
certain amount of dignity in the way in which questions are asked and 
answered. You try your best just to answer the questions. 

THE WITNESS: [ll try. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I realize that maybe this is a disturbing matter 
to you to have to come here so often, but you just try and be patient with 
us for 15 or 20 minutes. 

THE WITNESS: [Il try. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) One other question, Mrs. Interlandi, if this had not 


been said to you, would you have signed the card for the union? A. No, 


_ sir, | work there almost 27 years. They have good pay, I think, and 


they treat me good. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you very much. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) When you were told that 95 per cent of the 
employees had signed, did this mean to you 95 per cent of the employees 
in your department who were asked to sign did sign? A. That is what 
they say. 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, Mr. Examiner, I move to strike on the basis that 
it implies she was — her testimony is quite clear. It says nothing about 


departments. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I appreciate that. I think the question was 
what did it mean to her. I think it’s more important what it meant to her 
than what was said to her, if she relied upon what was said to her. You can 
get into it. I think counsel for the general counsel is endeavoring to find 
out just what it was she was relying upon. You can’t get away froth it. 
ITT Semi-Conductors does open the door. There you have to find out 
what people were relying upon. That deals with subjective attitudes. I 
think what he is trying to find out is what it was in her mind she was 
relying on. Ordinarily what we are relying on is simply what was said 
to her. If a boss says to an employee if you are active in the union, Pll 
fire you. You don’t go into the question ordinarily of what was in the mind 
of the employee to find out whether that was 8(a)1 or something. In this 
field I think maybe as far as I know ITT Semi-Conductors is new. As far as 


the Board is concerned. I don’t know just how far the Board intends to go 


with it, and just what the situation is. We’ll discuss that at a subsequent 


time. 

MR. SIEGEL: My remark was only intended that the witness — that the 
general counsel not give the impression to the witness that this was what had 
been testified to earlier. ! 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t think — 

MR. ROSEMERE: Just for the record, in line with this colloquy, I 
certainly am not in sympathy with exploring subjective intent. I deplore 
this development for the record. Never the less, I feel compelled to demon- 
strate the thicket into which we are leading ourselves by exposing ourselves 
to necessity for exploring. ! 


MR. SIEGEL: I think it’s time the Board faced up to the reality of 
| 


the card signing. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I think we better proceed, gentlemen. You 

will argue that matter to me in your brief. 

Q. (By Mr. 'Rosemere) Mrs. Interlandi, at the time you signed the 
card, were you interested in improving working conditions at the plant? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t understand. 

Q. Were you interested in making the plant a better place in 
which to work? A. No, sir. 

Q. You weren’t concerned about whether the plant would be a better 
place in which to work? A. Never. 

MR. SUDARSKY: I object to the question; it’s too broad, and in it’s 
broadness, it’s ambiguous. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. I assume it’s preliminary. 


Q. At the time you signed the card, were you interested at all to some 


degree in improving the conditions of the workers at the plant? A. No, 
sir. 

Q. This has no bearing at all on your decision to sign? A. No. 

Q. What did have a bearing on your decision to sign the card? 
A. They say 95 per cent signed; that is why I signed. 

Q. Did you finish the answer? A. Yes. 

Q. Why should that make a difference to you whether 95 or 55 per 
cent had signed? A. What do you mean? 

Q. Why were you interested in whether 95 — A. I figure I want 
to be with the group because 95 per cent was signed. 

Q. Did you know what they told you was true? A. I thought it 


was true. 
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Q. You thought it was true. Did you know it was true? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. Did it make any difference to you whether it was true or not? 
A. Sure it makes a difference that it wasn’t the truth. 

Q. It was not the truth? A. Well, I don’t know if it wasn’t the 
truth. . 

Q. Did you find out at some future time that they told you something 
that was not the truth? | 

MR. SUDARSKY: Again there is an objection, and I believe that ob- 
jection was sustained. This witness is in no position to know whether or 
not that statement was true or not true. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She just testified she found out it wasn’t true. 
Now, of course, the trouble with the question is did you find out at some 
future time? That would mean before she was told. You would mean at 
some subsequent time, subsequent to the signing; you said future. | 

Q. Did you find out subsequent to your signing the card what you 
were told was not true? A. That I found out later after it was signed. 

Q. How did you find that out? : 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. I find out over here now. This time I was here in June. 

Q. Was that the first time you found out? A. Yes. 

Q. Hadn’t you heard any talk amongst the employees in the shop 
about this and that before that? A. No, sir. | 


Q. Hadn’t you discussed with other employees whether they had signed 


or not signed cards? A. No, sir. 
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Q. After you signed cards, you had no discussion with any employees 
in the shop? A. I was home at that time. I was home for a month. 

That is why. 

Q. After you came back to the shop, wasn’t there talk in the shop 
about whether employees had signed cards or not signed cards? A. No, sir. 

Q. At least you are saying now you did not even engage in any con- 
versation with any employee? A. No, it’s true. 

Q. Well, while you were home, is that because of sickness? A. Well, 
I was resting for a while. I do once in a while. 

Q. Did anyone from the shop visit you while you were home sick? 
A. No. 

Q. Now, before you signed your card, did you know any of your 
fellow workers by name who had signed? A. I was home when — I was 


home. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: I think the question is before you signed the 
card? 

THE WITNESS: Before, no, no. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you know any of the employees who had 
signed the cards? 

THE WITNESS: No. 


Q. Did you know any employees who had not signed cards? 
A. No. 


Q. Did you know any employees who had not signed cards? A. No, 


Q. At the time you were told that 95 per cent of them had signed, 
did you question Mr. Appel or whoever it was that made that statement 


to you? A. No, sir, no, no. 
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Q. Were you interested in knowing whether it was true? A. No, 
they say 95 per cent signed, and they had a bunch of cards. I didn’t see 
the cards, I mean, but they had a bunch of cards in their hands. 

Q. They showed you a bunch of cards, did they tell you all these 
cards are signed? A. No, no, no. 

Q. Did you ask them who had signed? A. No, sir. 

Q. I — at this time then, once you were told 95 per cent were: ‘signed, 
you were satisfied this was so, is that correct? A. Well, they promised 
a lot of things to me. 

Q. What did they promise to you? A. Pay. 


Q. Getting paid more money? A. Sure. 


Q. And they told you this? A. Promised vacation, promise more 


money for me, everything. 
Q. They told you this at the time you signed? A. Yes. 
Q. Did this influence you at all to sign? A. Yes, at that time, yes. 
* * * * i 
ORTILIA CEREJO 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the respondent and 
having been previously duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Miss Ortilia, you have already been duly sworn, 
do you recognize you are still under oath? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Miss Ortilia, when we were together last 
you were testifying on June 21 of this year, you said that Benny Fiamma 
had told you before you signed the card that he had said sign this because 
everybody had signed it. That is 2007 in the record. | 


572 (144) 


MR. SUDARSKY: Line 22, Page 2077. 

Q. Now, if you knew that that statement — 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Siegel, I haven’t had a chance to find it. 

MR. SUDARSKY; The objection is sustained on the next page down 
at the bottom, 2078, on the reliance question. 

Q. Now, if you knew that Mr. Fiamma’s statement was not true, 
would you have signed the card for the union? A. No. 

Q. And if Mr. Fiamma had not told that to you, would you have 
signed the card for the union? A. No. 

MR. SIEGEL: I have no other questions. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. .Rosemere) Did you know whether what Mr. Fiamma told 

you was true or not? A. No. 


Q. Did you take any steps to find out whether it was true? A. No. 


Q. Did it make any difference to you whether it was true or not? 
A. : No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you or did you not believe it was true? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, Mr. Rosemere. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I thought you were thinking of another question. 


I have no further questions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any questions? 

Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Did Mr. Fiamma tell you that the union would 
try to get you higher wages and more holidays and benefits? A. No. 

Q. Didn’t he explain to you — I withdraw that. Did you think by 
Signing the card it would help you get higher wages? A. Yes. 
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Q. Isn’t that one of the reasons that you signed the card? A. No. 

Q. Now, before you signed the card, had you spoken to other em- 
ployees about signing cards for the union? A. No. : 

Q. Wasn’t there talk in the shop about signing cards for the union? 
A. Yes. : 

Q. And you overheard some of that, didn’t you? A. Yes. | 


Q. And didn’t you overhear employees say that they wouldn’t sign 
cards? A. No. 


Q. And everybody that you heard talking about union cards said 


they signed cards? A. No, what? 

Q. What did they say? A. They didn’t say nothing. 

Q. What did you overhear them say? A. They just talk about the 
papers for the union. 

Q. And can you tell us what they said about these papers? 

MR. SUDARSKY: Objected to. 

"TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t know what they said. 

Q. Can you tell us what they said about these papers for the union? 
A. No. : 

MR. SUDARSKY: Irrelevant unless it had some material bearing upon 


her action. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
THE WITNESS: No. 
Q. You don’t remember? A. No. | 
Q. Do you remember everything that Mr. Fiamma told you? | 
A. Yes. | 
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How long was he there? A. Where? 


How long was he there? A. I don’t know. 


Q. 
Q. When you signed the card? A. He just gave me the paper. 
Q. 
Q. 


On this occasion? A. Two minutes, maybe. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You signed the card in the plant, did you not? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You went over to a cutters table and signed 
the card? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
Q. Didn’t Mr. Fiamma tell you that most of the operators had signed 
cards? A. He told me that everybody signed. 
Q. What was the exact language he used? A. English. 
. The exact words he used? A. Oh, everybody signed. 
. He didn’t say everybody where though, did he? A. What? 
. He didn’t connect the everybody with the particular department? 


. And he didn’t say everybody in the shop? A. He said every- 
body. I don’t know. 


* * * 


Dept. of Labor, 
Wethersfield, Conn. 


Nov. 9, 1967, Thurs. 
ARTHUR APPEL 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the general counsel and having 
been previously duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Please be seated. Mr. Appel, you have already 


been duly sworn, you recognize that you are still under oath. 
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THE WITNESS: I do. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, counsel. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Appel, did you at any time tell any card 
signer that a majority of the employees had signed? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did you at any time tell any card signers that everybody had 


signed? 
MR. SIEGEL: Objection, this is awfully leading. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t consider it leading. I consider, it just 
a question. Did he ever make that statement. A. Would you repeat the 
question. | 
Q. Did you or did younot at any time tell any employees of Marie 
Phillips that a majority of the employees had signed? A. No, sir, I 
did not. : 


Q. Did you or did you not tell the employees that everybody had 
signed? A. No, sir, I did not. | 
Q. Or that almost everybody had signed or that the purpose of the 


card signing was for a vote? A. No, sir, I did not. 
MR. ROSEMERE: I have no further questions of this witnes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have any questions, Mr. Jacobson? 
MR. JACOBSON: : Yes, I do. | 
Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mr. Appel, directing your attention to the 
card of Mrs. Interlandi, and the conversation that occurred before she 
signed that card — : 
MR. SIEGEL: May we go off the record? | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. | 


(Discussion off the record.) 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. The parties believe and I agree 
with them that the procedure might be more orderly or at least very — 
have a more clear record if at this stage we have cross examination by 
Mr. Siegel of the testimony so far elicited from Mr. Appel. It being under- 
stood that Mr. Jacobson when that cross examination is concluded would 
be allowed to go into other matters as to particular statements made by 
particular card signers so you now proceed, Mr. Siegel. 

MR. SIEGEL: Thank you. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. «By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Appel, you were present during most of the 
16 days of hearing in May and June of this year, weren’t you? A. I 
was, sir. 

Q. And you were also present yesterday when we had a number of 
employees of the company who signed cards testify? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you also heard a number of employees in both sets of hear- 
ings testify that you had told them certain things about other people 
having signed the card? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is it your testimony that all of these employees are lying and that 
you are telling the truth? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I can only tell you what I said and this is all I can 


testify to. I can’t be responsible to what somebody else testified to. 


MR. SIEGEL: The witness has not answered the question. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, I’m going to ask you to rephrase the 


question. 
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I think that it’s permissible. I think it would be more profitable to 


ask if his testimony is that he thinks they were all mistaken and all testified 
incorrectly rather than use the word lie. | 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Appel, approximately 25 employees testified 
about certain statements being made. Some of them were attributed to you. 

Is it your testimony that those employees who testified about your 
making certain of the statements were incorrect in their testimony? ! 

A. Yes, sir. i 

Q. You mean that you did not make those statements to them? 
A. No, sir 

Q. Is it your testimony that at no time in this entire campaign did 
you ever tell any employee of this company as to how many people had 
signed? | 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, I think that is going beyonds the 
scope of the direct examination. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. We never stated — I never stated to anyone of them that a majority 
had signed, everybody had signed, or almost everybody had signed. The closest 
that I have ever said to anybody is that; you are not the first nor would you be 
the last or many others had signed; never to the point of majority, dvery- 
body, or almost everybody. : 

Q. So you told people that they were not the first, nor the last to 
sign? A. If that was the case, I didn’t tell it to the first worker, ‘but — 

Q. Other than the first and the last person to sign? A. Right. 

Q. You used this statement; we never heard that come up in any of 


the testimony in these hearings? A. You said to me, did I ever say 
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it to any person. I did not necessarily say it to those cards that I testified 


to. There were people I solicited who put in their own card. I visited more 
workers than those I testified to. Many workers put in their own cards, but 
I was the solicitor. 

Q. We had testimony from employees who testified that you were 
there with other people and not one of them in these entire hearings, not 
one, has ever said that you made a statement resembling the one you have 
just told us here. You are not the first on the list to sign. This is the first 
time we have heard it. 

MR. JACOBSON: That is not in the form of a question. Mr. Siegel 
is arguing. 

Q. Isn’t that true, now, coming in my question? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

THE WITNESS: I believe the question is did I at any time during 
this campaign ever state to any worker and when you say during the course 
of the campaign, the campaign was many months. We had many meetings. 
We had many discussions, and during the course of the campaign, I used 
similar phraseology, but I can’t say that it was used prior to the signing of 
these workers signing the card, and I can’t say it was specific workers that 

I testified. I can’t recall which workers I said it to. I visited and 
solicited many workers. It may not have come up. The people who testi- 
fied in this particular hearing may not have been the people I said it to. 

Q. You heard Mrs. Interlandi testify yesterday? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And she testified that you told her before she signed the card 
that 95 per cent were signed? A. Yes. 

Q. Is it your testimony that Mrs. Interlandi was — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Not telling the truth? 
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Q. Not telling the truth? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is everything else that she said true except that one statement in 
the testimony? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection, that is outside the knowledge of the 
witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. Mr. Appel, let me ask you this question. You are paid a the union 
to organize, isn’t that true? A. Among other things. 


Q. Well, basically most of your time is spent organizing? A. No, 
| 


Q. Well, I think in your original testimony in this case you testified 


that you have participated in many, many campaigns? A. I have, sir. 

Q. And can you estimate for us what percentage of your time as a 
union employee is spent organizing? i 

_ MR. JACOBSON: Objection, this is outside the scope of the rebuttal 

testimony. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: A quarter to a third of my time. 

Q. A quarter to a third. A. Presently. 

Q. Presently. Isn’t it true that the union assigned the organization 
of Marie Phillips to you? You applied for it? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. JACOBSON: I’d like a continuing objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have a continuing objection. 


al 
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MR. JACOBSON: To this line. I’d like to point out when I 
attempted to cross examine witnesses that appeared yesterday and asked 
questions dealing with credibility, you precluded me from so doing. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t agree with you. I precluded you from 
testing credibility. In any event, you have a continuing objection. 

Q. Isn’t it true that the union assigned the organization of Marie 
Phillips to you? A. We attempted. I was asked to attempt to organize 
the workers in Marie Phillips, me and other people. 

Q. You were one of their organizers that they assigned to Marie 
Phillips? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Isn’t it also true that the union has taken the position publically 


that Marie Phillips is the start of a major organizing effort in the greater 
Hartford area? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled, this goes to his interest in the matter. 

MR. SIEGEL: Exactly. 

A. Marie Phillips was not the start of a major organizing campaign. It 
was part of a major organizing campaign, but not the start. 

Q. He didn’t answer the question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Continue; ask another question. 

Q. Mr. Appel, isn’t it true that statements were given to the news- 
papers that Marie Phillips was considered by the union as the first major 
step in an organizational campaign of shops in the greater Hartford area? 

A. I have no knowledge of this, Mr. Siegel. 
Q. Now, you are part of the — 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, I wouldn’t argue about that. 
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MR. SIEGEL: I withdraw it. 
Q. Isn’t it true, Mr. Appel that the union and yourself as one of the 


organizers has made Marie Phillips the prime target for organization among 
women’s shops in this area? | 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. Mr. Siegel, I don’t think that it has been made a prime target. I’m 
not in that position. I was told to go out and attempt to organize Marie 
Phillips in the overall scope. What they considered prime ay is 
beyond my scope. I don’t know. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I’d like to be heard. You allow 
certain questions that are going to the interest of this witness, and I think 
the interest of this witness has already been established. I do not think 
further questioning along this line will be fruitful. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You concede, do you not, Mr. Jacobson, and 
Mr. Rosemere, that Mr. Appel is very personally interested not only | in the 
success of the organizing drive of Marie Phillips, but also in the outcome 
of this case. : 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I’m willing to stipulate that 
Mr. Appel is an employee of the Connecticut Ladies Garment Workers 
Union, that one of his functions is to organize shops, and that he was 
assigned in his capacity as an employee of the ILG to organize the shop of 
Marie Phillips, and I think the interest stems from that. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don’t you concede that the interest is there? 

MR. JACOBSON: Yes. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, then, that is what I asked. Do you 
concede he has a personal and professional interest in the outcome of this 
case as well as the outcome of the organizing drive? 

MR. JACOBSON: Of course. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: And you so concede? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Certainly, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Now, Mr. Appel, isn’t is also true that as you 
began to organize this company you were able to acquire a number of signa- 
tures, small number of signatures within a period of several weeks, but that 
you then encountered substantial resistance from a lot of employees when 
you first asked them to sign? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. JACOBSON: Could I have it read? 


_(Stenographer reads back.) 
MR. JACOBSON: Objection as to the form. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


A. I don’t know what you consider several resistances. We had a 
continual organizational drive which was moving rapidly in the early stages 
and became slower as the campaign progressed, due to the fact we had 
difficulty contacting addresses, and we had to get them at a later date. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would you answer this question. Did the time 
come after the first several weeks you encountered a substantial amount of 
resistance from employees who signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. Not in my own personal experience. Well, 


the union — 


572 (155) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, you were part of the campaign in the 


A “ i 
union drive? 


THE WITNESS: You said the union had trouble; well, it was more 
than several weeks when the union started to slow down as a result of 
obstacles. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You did not encounter any substantial resis 
tance from employees when you asked them to sign cards? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Not at that time. 

People were afraid to sign. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You found that some of the people yous eared 
to sign were afraid to sign or did not want to sign? 

THE WITNESS: Some people, yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Go ahead. 

Q. You have heard testimony, let me put it to you bluntly. Ther 
came a time in this campaign when the drive stalled as they say in the 
organizational profession, isn’t that true? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

A. It’s a question of terminology. When you say the drive stalled, 
are you referring to the acquisition of cards? | 

Q. Yes. A. In terms of acquisition of cards, yes. | 

Q. You have heard a number of employees in these hearings testify 
that there were repeated requests to them to sign cards. Do you recall 


such testimony? A. Not with reference to my solicitations. 
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Q. I’m not talking necessarily about your solicitations. I’m talking, 
including your solicitations, plus others. A. The general, the whole 

campaign? 

Q. Yes. A. I heard such testimony, yes. 

Q. Isn’t it also true that a number of these employees finally signed 
after statements were made to them as to how many other employees had 
signed? A. Are you — pardon me? 

(Stenographer reads back.) 

A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. You take that position because you didn’t make any such state- 
ments, is that correct, Mr. Appel? A. That is correct, sir. 

Q. And all of these employees are incorrect in their testimony? 

MR. JACOBSON: Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: If I may have just a moment. I may conclude. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. 

MR. SIEGEL: I have nothing else. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Excuse me, sir, may we go off the record? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. While we were off the record, 
there was further discussion among the parties as to the order of proof in 
this rebuttal. It being recognized in effect two lines of proof will be sought 
to be offered: one, as to whether any misrepresentations were made; and 


the other as to statements made by witnesses for respondent which might 


bear upon the question of whether they relied upon alleged misrepresentations 
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will be taken first here. The testimony with respect to other misrepresen- 
tations being made and then take the testimony when we have concluded 
that. 

I have a question of Mr. Appel. You were active in this campaisn 
for about four months, were you? : 

WITNESS: Longer than that, sir, yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The organizing took longer than four months 
the signing of cards? 

THE WITNESS: I was referring to total campaign. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The signing of cards took about how long? 

THE WITNESS: Started in September, September, October, November, 
December, I would say that is a good estimate. 3 

TRIAL EXAMINER: During that approximate four months, at any 
time did any employee whom you visited ask you whether anybody else 

had signed the card? : 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did any employee whom you solicited ask you 

who had signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Did any employee whom you solicited ask you 


well how many people had signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did any employee whom you solicited ask you 
whether a majority had signed cards; 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did any employee ask you whether most of 


the employees had signed cards? 
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THE WITNESS: They might have, sir. 

In those words; they might have, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, thank you, I have no further questions. 
Do you have any redirect? 

MR. ROSEMERE: No, sir, I have none. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have any questions on this particular 
phrase of the course. I want you to limit — I want to conclude with this 
part of his testimony at this time. 

MR. JACOBSON: No, none on this phase. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have anything further, Mr. Siegel? 

MR. SIEGEL: No. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may step down now. You will be recalled. 
All, right, Mr. Rosemere. 


MR. ROSEMERE: Id like to call Mr. Richard Shindler, please. 


Whereupon, 
RICHARD SHINDLER 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the general counsel and having 
been duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please be seated and state your name and 
address? 

THE WITNESS: Richard Shindler, 4 Morris Road, East Haven, 
Connecticut. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Shindler, are you employed by the union 
in this case? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. What is your position with the union in this case? A. I’m a 


representative. 
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Q. How long have you been a representative? A. 11-1 [2 sR. 

Q. What are your duties as representative? A. Services of ones 
organizing, negotiations. 

Q. Mr. Shindler, did you or did you not participate in the campaign 
to organize the employees of Marie Phillips? A. I did. 

Q. About how long did you participate in that campaign? A.) From 
the onset in early September. : 

Q. What year, sir? A. 1966. 

Q. Mr. Shindler, were you present at any time when any employees 
were asked to sign cards? A. I was. 

Q. Did you at any time — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I ask about how often; about how many 
times? 


THE WITNESS: You mean how many cards? 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, about how many times were you present 


when employees were asked to sign cards? 

THE WITNESS: I would say 15, 16 people. 

Q. Did you at any time, Mr. Shindler, tell any card signers that a 
majority of the employees had signed? A. No. 

Q. Did you at any time tell any employees that everybody had 

signed? A. No. 

Q. Or that almost everybody had signed? A. No. 

Q. Or that a purpose of the cards was for a vote? A. No, I 
haven’t. 

Q. That concludes my examination, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have any questions on this line, ; sir? 

MR. JACOBSON: Yes, I do. 
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Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mr. Shindler, did you at any time overhear 
anybody tell employees that all or a majority or 95 per cent — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Or most? 

Q. Or most of the employees had already signed cards? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did he overhear any other employees? 

MR. SIEGEL: Anyone — overhear anyone — well, now, that sounds 
to me like we are getting into hearsay. Who is anyone? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t know. He never heard anybody tell this 

to an employee. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The objection is overruled. 

MR. JACOBSON: I have one further questions. 

Q. Mr. Shindler, did you ever authorize any union representatives or 


any employee to tell other employees that all, the majority, some percentage, 


or everyone of the employees had signed cards? A. No, I didn’t. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Siegel. 
CROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Siegel) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do we have the same concession here that Mr. 
Shindler is personally and professionally interested in the success of the 
organizing campaign of Marie Phillips and in the outcome of this case? 
Do we have'that same concession? 


MR. JACOBSON: I would like to restrict it to professional. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I’m going to permit cross examination, and I 
think myself that counsel has the right to establish whether he is personally 
interested in this. Doesn’t his job depend upon the outcome perhaps, or 
isn’t it part of his job? 

MR. JACOBSON: His job is not dependent upon it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is it part of his job; professional interest and 

personal interest in keeping his job and in doing a good job. 

MR. JACOBSON: Well, I’m willing to enter into such a stipulation 
with the caveat that nobody is to be mislead that Mr. Shindler’s job and 
Mr. Appel’s job depends upon the successful outcome of this organization. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: | think that is a satisfactory caveat. Proceed. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Shindler, would you please name the repre- 
sentatives of the union connected with the Connecticut Joint Board in New 
Haven who organize in this state? Would you please list the name. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

MR. SIEGEL: I claim this because I think you are going to see; this 


is part of the overall picture. I think you will see a fact that has a material 


bearing upon the extent of the interest, and the extent of the union’s 


interest. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t see it at the moment. Would you step 
outside the door for a moment, please, sir. . | 

THE WITNESS: Surely. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would you please tell me what you want’ to know 
the names of every single person for? 


MR. SIEGEL: They don’t have that many. They are all in the; cam- 
paign. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Why don’t you have him list the names of the 
people in the campaign and ask if there is anybody else; for all 1 knew 
your question is maybe he is going to list 40 people. 

MR. SIEGEL: They don’t have that many people in the state. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do it the other way. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Siegel, one second. In my opinion — I think 
I’m accurate; your terminology is incorrect. There is a Connecticut Ladies 
Garment Workers Ladies Union. I have never heard of the Connecticut 
Joint Board. 

MR. SIEGEL: They call themselves the Joint Board, whatever they 
call themselves. 

MR. JACOBSON: If you’re asking the employees for a particular 
organization, you get the terminology. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Proceed, Mr. Siegel. 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Mr. Shindler, I withdraw the previous question. I 
ask you would you please list the names of the paid union employees such 


as yourself from Local 153 from the Local 153 office in New Haven who 


participated in the organizing drive of Marie Phillips? A. Burt Cooper, 


Arthur Appel, myself, Jill Iannone, and Peter DiGiacommo.., 

Q. How about Mr. Rozen? A. He is not employed by the 
Connecticut Ladies Garment Workers; he is from our New York office. 

Q. He is from New York; he is not out of New Haven. Now, what 
are the names of the other union employees who organized work in the state 
that are with Local 153 in New Haven? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
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THE WITNESS: As far as I know, I named every one. : 

Q. So that every single union official out of the New Haven local was 
assigned to organize Marie Phillips in whole or in part, is that correct? 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Examiner, I don’t think that was the testimony 
of the witness; he participated, rather than — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Rephrase the question, please. 


Q. So that at one time or another during this campaign in organizing 
Marie Phillips, every single paid union employee from the Local 153, staff 
participated in the organization drive, isn’t that true? A. This is true 
in every campaign that we have. | 

Q. I don’t ask you that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In any event, they did all participate? A. Yes, 

to some degree or other, some greater or some less, but everybody 
did, yes. | 
Q. In short, everybody in the office was in on this campaign, correct? 
MR. JACOBSON: Objection. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained, repetitious, sir, you have got it. 

Q. Isn’t it true, Mr. Shindler, that — strike that. Mr. Shindler, how 
many employees did you — strike that. Isn’t it true that there are a number 
of employees who signed cards who you never talked to? A. Could you 
repeat that. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. | 


TRIAL EXAMINER: I think that is obviously a finding that r d make. 


He did not speak to everybody who signed a card. 
Q. Now, you heard Mrs. Interlandi testify yesterday that when you 


and Mr. Appel visited her to sign a card she said that Mr. Appel told her 
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that 95 percent signed up. Do you recall her testimony on that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is it your position, your testimony here today that Mrs. Interlandi 


was not telling the truth? A. That is correct. 


Q. So you are backing up Mr. Appel’s version. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. Did you and Mr. Appel work together as a team at times on 


organizing for the union? A. That is right. 

Q. I think you both got about the same length of service with the 
local, approximately? A. We have. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. Did any employees ask you while you were soliciting how many 
people had already signed cards? A. No. 

Q. Did they ‘ask you whether or not other employees had signed 
cards? A. Yes, they asked if other people had signed cards. 

Q. And you'answered them? A. Did I answer them by naming 
the people, or did'I answer them how many people had signed the card? 
I don’t understand your question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They asked you — you testified they asked you 
if other people had signed cards. Did you answer them? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you tell them? 

THE WITNESS: I told them that — they asked me — his question was 


who had signed cards. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: His question is did other people sign cards. 
MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, maybe we can start from the 


beginning, because there is some confusion. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: I’m not at all confused. Do you understand 


the question? 

THE WITNESS: I thought he asked me who had signed Candee and I 
answered to the effect that we do not give out the names of the people that 
had signed cards, but other people had signed cards, yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you remember the question. 

MR. SIEGEL: May I ask that it be re-read. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It will take too much time. Repeat the question. 

Q. The question was, you told us that employees had asked you as 
to how many other people had signed, and my question is what did you 
answer them? A. I told them other workers had signed, but I’m not 
going to give you any of this information. 

Q. So you did on some occasions tell them or make some statement 
about people having signed. A. Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why weren’t you at liberty to give information 
as to the number of people who had signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: I wanted them to sign as an individual. 

I wanted them to support us morally and spiritually and in every other 
way possible. I didn’t want to encourage a person to come along and join 
us because their brothers or their sisters came along and signed cards. We 
wanted them to be strong union members and the fact I’d get them to sign 
a card and encourage them to the effect that company workers signed was 
not giving them strength, independently; although I wasn’t going to encourage 


them in that sense, I wanted them as individuals to sign the cards. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: I understand your testimony to be that employees 


had asked you how many had signed cards, and you answered them, but you 


weren’t at liberty to tell them how many had signed cards. My question to 


you is why weren’t you at liberty to tell these employees how many had 
signed cards; what is wrong with that question? 

THE WITNESS: I’m sorry. I must have misunderstood. It’s not that 
I wasn’t at liberty;'I just never felt it was necessary to tell them. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: They asked you, did they not? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

MR. JACOBSON: Mr. Trial Examiner, I think the witness has answered 
your question. I don’t think it’s necessary for him to repeat it. He has 
said — he has stated his reasons. He don’t have to repeat it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: May I continue, please. Would you close the 
door, please. May I have my last — well, forget my last question. Em- 
ployees asked you how many employees — other employees had signed 
cards. As I understand your testimony that is that you didn’t answer that 
question either because you weren’t at liberty to do so or because you 
didn’t feel you should tell them. 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. I didn’t feel it was necessary. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why didn’t you feel it was necessary when they 
asked a simple question how many employees had signed cards? 

THE WITNESS: If the question came up, it came up prior to the 
signing of the card, and I felt I didn’t want them to be induced to sign a 
card on that basis. I wanted them to sign the card of their own volition, 
feeling they wanted to be part of this organization in the shop. I didn’t 


want them to get strength — I didn’t feel it was necessary to give them 
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strength on the basis that the fellow-worker had signed the card. We 
had 20 percent or 30 per cent, something like that. 2 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Isn’t it your policy as a union organizer never to 


answer a question of any card signer or perspective card signer; if the per- 


son signs a card, you never ask that question. 
THE WITNESS: Never. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Even if they said I want to know; I have a right 


to know. You never answered that question? 

THE WITNESS: I tell you the question never come up that often. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: When it has come up — it hasn’t come up? 

THE WITNESS: That is right, it hasn’t come up. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In 11 years it never come up whether an em- 
ployee wanted to know how many employees has signed? | 

THE WITNESS: When it has come up, I answered that it wasn’t 
necessary for them to know. I wanted them to sign it in their own 
volition. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It’s your testimony it very seldom come up? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. : 

Q. Mr. Shindler, you heard Mrs. Interlandi testify yesterday the 
reason she was interested in how many other people had signed is because 

she wanted to be with the girls. Isn’t it true that many employees 
had this same attitude that they are more acceptive to signing a card if 
they know that this is a way the shop is going, so to speak? | 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 


This man is an expert. 
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A. Let me put it to you in this manner. First of all, she never said 
such a statement. No. 2, for you to say that, my experience has been as 
such that most of the time when we go to a home, the workers themselves 
know basically how the organizational drive is going. These questions don’t 
come up. I don’t have times when a woman says I want to join the group 
because they know what the status of an organizational drive is normally. 

Q. Your card says the information will be kept strictly confidential 
if you use the Italian cards. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Don’t answer the question. I hear an objection. 

MR. SIEGEL: It is preliminary. I’m not going into the other area 
which I agree was litigated earlier. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You haven’t even asked a question, so I’d suggest 


you rephrase it. You may be getting off on the wrong foot here. 


Q. You have just told us that most of the employees know how the 


drive is going in the shop, isn’t that true. That your official policy is to 
advise the employees that everything will be kept secret. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. Isn’t it true, Mr. Shindler, that the employees cannot know because 
one of the procedures you follow is to discourage employees from — strike 
that. Isn’t it true that the employees cannot — are not generally in a posi- 
tion to know because all of this information as to who has signed the card 
is kept confidential by the union? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 
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A. The information is kept confidential by the union, but that doesn’t 
say that the workers themselves keep it confidential. 

Q. But you have heard testimony by Mr. Appel — strike that. You 
have heard testimony by some of the employees that they were told that 


no one would know whether or not they signed the card? 


MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 
THE WITNESS: I thought I answered the first time. I said the 


workers themselves, the worker that signed the card, if she wants to tell — 
if she wanted to discuss it with a fellow-worker — — — 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think you could bring all of this to my atten- 
tion in a brief. There is testimony along this line in the record. I think 
you are only arguing with the witness. 

MR. SIEGEL: If I may have just a moment. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sure. 

Q. At various times in the campaign, Mr. Shindler, you had employees 
of the company soliciting cards on behalf of the union, correct? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And these people pretty much went off at times of their own to 
solicit, is that your position? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: I don’t think that was any position taken iby the 
witness. 

MR. SIEGEL: Well, the question was asked about authorization. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, well, rephrase the question. The fact 
is that these employees frequently solicited cards on their own, is that 


correct? 
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2913 THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. So in effect you are taking the position that these people were 
not authorized to make any statements on behalf of the union’s position 
on signing cards. 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection, this is not the witness’s testimony. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: He is being asked if that is the fact. 

THE WITNESS:! I’m sorry. Do you want me to answer that? 

THE TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: Well, we would ask workers to solicit cards, yes. 

Q. You asked Mr. Fiamma? A. That is correct. 

Q. And didn’t you have any discussions with Mr. Fiamma as to how 
the drive was coming? A. Sure, yes. 

Q. Asa matter of fact, he was one of several people working to solicit 
cards for the union, correct? A. Yes. 


Q. And Mr. Fiamma would from time to time ask you or perhaps 


Mr. Appel or whoever else was involved, how it was going, isn’t that so? 


A. I don’t know. I think he knew just as well as anyone else how it 
was going. 

Q. That is not my question; my question is didn’t’ you have discus- 
sions with them how it was going? A. Yes. 

Q. You would meet periodically at his home, as a matter of fact, and 
discuss the status of the drive? A. Right. 

Q. And did you — And during that time, as a matter of fact, some- 
body from the union was writing the name Benny on a lot of the cards 
that he turned in, isn’t that true? 


MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

Q. During these discussions at his home, you would tell him how the 
drive was going, isn’t that true? A. Well, we discussed the drive, yes. 

Q. And then he would go back the next day and continue to solicit, 
correct? A. As far as I know, yes. | 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, up to this point I have withheld 
any objection. I think we are far exceeding the scope of the direct. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think we are getting pretty remote here. 

MR. SIEGEL: One more question. : 


Q. Can you tell us whether you were the union official who instructed 


Mr. Fiamma as to how to solicit cards? 


MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, objection, this is exceeding the 


scope of our direct. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, Mr. Jacobson asked this employee whether 
he authorized any employee to make representations or alleged misrepresen- 
tations. Did you instruct Mr. Fiamma as to what to say to employees? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 7 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You left him entirely free to say whatever he 
wanted, is that correct? | 

THE WITNESS: Well, I didn’t have the authority to instruct Mr. 
Fiamma as far as that went, but Mr. Fiamma was present when we solicited 
cards at the onset, and he saw the manner in which we conducted ourselves. 
Mr. Appel and myself. He was thoroughly familiar with the way we 
solicited cards. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You never instructed him to say or not to say 


anything, is that correct? ! 


2917 
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THE WITNESS: We told him always be truthful and honest as far 
as never misleading anyone. 

Q. Who told him that, you? A. Yes, I told Benny Fiamma never 
to mislead anyone, yes. 

Q. He was to pattern his solicitation based upon the manner in which 
you and Mr. Appel solicited cards? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have already asked that and gotten an 
answer. 

MR. SIEGEL: One final question, Mr. Appel — Mr. Shindler, I’m 
sorry. 

Q. Isn’t it true that one of the organizing tactics that the union uses 
when a drive runs into difficulty is to inflate the success of the drive in 
order to encourage people to sign? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. A. No, I wouldn’t say so. 

Q. Isn’t this a generally resorted tactic utilized by the union in order 
to keep a drive rolling? 

MR. JACOBSON: Asked and answered. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. A. I would say no. 


Q. Do you know of your own knowledge whether or not the Inter- 


national Ladies’ Garment Workers Union has ever had any cases before the 
Labor Board or the Courts involving the use of that type of tactic? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 


572 (173) 


Q. If an employee did not sign the first time you visited them, was 
| 


it your general practice to return again? 

MR. JACOBSON: Objection. 

MR. ROSEMERE: Objection. 

MR. JACOBSON: Outside the scope. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 

MR. SIEGEL: That is all Mr. Examiner. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Any redirect? 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Rosemere) Mr. Shindler, is it your experience as an expert in 
the field of organizing that it is normal for an employee to discuss a campaign 
amongst themselves and to discuss amongst themselves the card signings? 
A. Yes. | 

MR. ROSEMERE: Thank you, I have no further questions of this witness. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have any questions? 

MR. JACOBSON: Yes. 

Q. Isn’t there so-called employee grape vines? (By Mr. J acobson) 
A. Yes, I thought I made myself clear. This is what I was discussing 
earlier in my testimony. 

MR. JACOBSON: No further questions. 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Siegel) Are you personally present when this grape vine 
operates, Mr. Shindler? A. No, but I’m sure that the grape vine is 
operating right now. They know what is going on at the hearing right now. 
These people have a fantastic grape vine. : 

Q. You don’t know of your own personal knowledge whether: ‘there 


is a grape vine in the plant A or Plant B? A. I have never seen a plant 
| 
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that hasn’t got a grape vine. In other words, I’m sure they all know — they 
know what happened yesterday at the hearing. 

Q. How? A. They have their grape vine. There were several 
workers here. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That is your opinion based upon your exper- 
ience. You believe every plant has a grape vine. 

MR. SIEGEL: I have nothing further. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Nothing further. I assume — all right, you may 
be asked some further questions later. You may step down now. 

Mr. Rosemere, do you have anything further to present, Mr. Rosemere? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Mr. Examiner, with respect to the first portion of 


this case; that is, without regard now to the prepared stipulations, inci- 


dent to the second case, I believe that concludes the general counsel’s case. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You offered your rebuttal. You are through with 
your rebuttal? 

MR. ROSEMERE: Yes, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Jacobson. 

MR. JACOBSON: Id like to call Mr. Appel to the stand. 
Whereupon, 

ARTHUR APPEL 

resumes stand. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Please be seated, sir. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Jacobson) Mr. Appel, directing your attention to the 

conversation or conversations you had with Mrs. Interlandi prior to or prior 


or subsequent to her signing the card, can you tell me if Mrs. Interlandi 
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stated to you a reason why she was going to sign a union authorization 


card? 

MR. SIEGEL: Objection, it’s leading, the word reason. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled, did she, yes or no? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, she did. 

Q. And can you tell us what she gave as a reason? A. Yes, Mrs. 
Interlandi told us that — told me that she was a sample maker in the shop 
and that she was one of the better operators who did the original samples 

f the garments. She felt because of her skill and ability and the years she 
had been there, she felt she wasn’t making enough money, and she felt 
that she wanted the union to come into the factory and get more money 
for the work — well, herself particularly, and by virtue of that, the workers 
in the shop. She was primarily interested in the wage scale of the workers 
in her draft and of her type of skill; and when she signed the card, ahe 
signed the card readily and this was the reason that she gave us for signing 
the card. 

Q. Mr. Appel, did any of the employees you solicited tell you prior 
to the time that they signed their card or contemporaneously that the 
reason they were signing was because most all, everyone, or a majority of 
the other employees in the shop had already signed cards? A. No, sir, 
they did not. 
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refusing to reinstate the unfair labor practice strikers upon their uncondi- 


tional offers to return to work. 


Il]. Whether substantial evidence on the record as a whole supports 
the Board’s finding that the Union represented a majority of the produc- 
tion and maintenance employees on January 19, 1967, and that the Com- 
pany violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act by refusing to recognize 


and bargain with the Union on and after that date. 


IV. Whether the Board abused its powers in refusing to grant the 


Union’s request for further remedial relief. 


In accordance with Rule 8(d) of the General Rules of this Court, the 


Board states that this case has not been previously before this Court. 


REFERENCE TO RULINGS 


This case is before the Court pursuant to Section 10(e) and (f) of the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 136, 73 Stat. 519, 29 
U.S.C.. Sec. 151, et seqYon petitions for review filed by Local 153, Inter- 
national Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union, AFL-CIO (hercin—the Liniens-— 
and Marie Phillips, Inc.-Cherein—“thre-Compeny—}-to review an order of the 
National Labor Relations Board (A. 622-667), ! issued against the Com- 


pany on September 5, 1969, and reported at 178 NLRB No. 53. The 


Board has filed a cross-application for enforcement of that order. if 


ta” references are to the Appendix. References preceding a semicolon are to 
the Board’s findings; those following are to the supporting evidence. 


3 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


I. THE BOARD’S FINDINGS OF FACT 


A. Background; the Union’s organizational drive. 


The Company is a New York corporation engaged in the manufactute, 
sale and distribution of women’s dresses and related products. Its pancinel 
office and place of business is in Hartford, Connecticut. Frank Rametta, 
the president, and his sister-in-law, Minnie Pricone, the vice-president, are 


the principal stockholders of the corporation. Each is over seventy-three. 


years of age and they have been engaged in the dress manufacturing busi- 


ness for over thirty-five years (A. 624; 572(28)-572(29)). 
On September 6, 1966, the Union initiated a campaign to organize : 
the Company’s employees in a production and maintenance bargaining | 
unit.2, The Union began its campaign when it distributed leaflets to the : 
Company’s employees in front of its plant (A. 634-635; 3-5). At that 
same time the Company became aware of the Union’s activities when 
union organizer, Arthur Appel handed a leaflet to Minnie Pricone, one of 
the Company’s two owners (A. 634-635; 4-5). In the succeeding months, 
Modestino Famiglietti and Benny Fiamma, two employees of the Company 
with the aid of other union organizers, canvassed the employees seeking : 
and obtaining their signatures to a number of cards designating the, Union 


as their bargaining representative. 


| 

| 

2while there continue to be questions as to the inclusion or exclusion of parti-_ 

cular employces within the unit, the Board found, and it is not now contested, that | 

the appropriate unit consisted of all employees of respondent Company employed at’ 

its Hartford plant, excluding office clerical employees, guards, professional employees 
and supervisors. 
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B. The Company’s response 


The Company responded to the Union’s organizational campaign with 
a series of interrogations, threats, promises and the discharge of Concetta 
Cambria, a supporter of the Union. This response took place both before 
and after their Union made its initial request for bargaining, on or about 


January 19, 1967. 


Early in November 1966, Frank Rametta, the Company’s president, 
called employee Virgilio Coelho into his office and spoke to him about the 
Union in the presence of Minnie Pricone, the vice-president. Rametta told 
Coelho that “the boys were trying to put the union in the shop, and | 
don’t know why they want to do that.” Rametta added, “You're a good 
boy. I’m going to give you a 25 cents raise.” (A. 635: 200). Continuing, 
he informed Coelho, “I just don’t care about the Union. Don’t sign any 
papers and I will see you later” (A. 635; 200-201). The week after this 


exchange, Coelho received a twenty-five cent raise (A. 635; 200-201). 


About the same time, Theresa Gentile, a Company employee for some 
twenty-two years, was questioned by Rametta and Minnie Pricone. Pricone 
asked Gentile whether she had signed a card for the Union (A. 635: 372- 
373). Upon receiving an affirmative answer, Rametta and Pricone told 
Gentile that she “shouldn’t have signed it [the card] because she [Pricone] 
said I didn’t expect it from me that I am one of the family. They treated 
me good all of these years and they didn’t expect it from me” (/bid.). 
Then Rametta “talked about the Union and he said that they didn’t want 
the union in the shop”, stressing that Gentile had no business “‘to sign the 
union card” (/bid.). Rametta added that, if the union came in, the Com- 


pany “would cut the hours down [on overtime] instead of getting time 


and a half we would get straight time” (A. 635-637; 373-374). Aside from 
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indicating to Gentile that the employees would not make as much money 
if the Union came in, Rametta also told Gentile that, “He never wants to 
see the union in his shop. He would close the shop first before he would 
let the union get in.” Concluding, Rametta warned that once the Union | 
got in the Company would “no more be the same place, the hours would 
go down and we wouldn’t be able to take a job and you do one job and 7 
thats it and then you go home if there is no work” (A. 635-637; 375-377). 
Subsequently, about the middle of November, Rametta promised Gentile : 
a raise and told her, “You know what to do if you want anything you just | 
come to me,” and “Any time you have a problem you just come to me 


and I will take care of you.” (A. 635-636; 377). The promised raise was 


forthcoming within the month (/bid.). 


Also, in November 1966, Minnie Pricone called employee Antonia 
Saladino to her office and asked if she had “‘signed a card for the Union.” 
When Saladino answered, “No. Nobody asked,” Pricone responded, | 
“I] f somebody asks you to sign the card of the Union, you shouldn’t sign 
it because it is no good, because the Union represents the Communists and 
the Democrats, which are in Itally — like they are in Italy. If somebody | 
asks you, you shouldn’t sign it. The Union is no good.” (A. 638; 87-89). 
Although Saladino denied Pricone’s inquiry, she had in fact signed an 
authorization card (A. 88-89). | 


On January 12, 1967, Rametta called Thomas Spada into his office 


and questioned him concerning union activities among the employees. As 
a preliminary step, Rametta asked Spada about his family and suggested 
that he could use a little more money, adding that “next week you are | 
going to find a little something extra in your envelope” (A. 637-638; 383. 


384). Rametta went on to say, “I heard that you boys are signing union 
| 
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cards. ... I will tell you one thing that as long as I live there will be no 
union that will ever get in and nobody is going to tell me how to run my 
place. If a union gets in I will make sure you boys only work thirty-five 
hours a week which at the end of the year you are going to wind up 
losing money, instead of gaining... . Please, Tom [Spada], talk to the 
boys and see what you can do and don’t worry I will take care of you as 
long as you are a good boy” (A. 637-638; 383-384). Rametta also added 
that if the Union got in “all the women would be out of a job and he 
[Rametta] would just give all the work to the contractors” (A. 637-638; 
384). 

Shortly after receiving the Union’s first demand for recognition on 
January 19, 1967, Rametta called John Reed into his office and asked him 
to verify the Union’s strength among the employees in the shipping depart- 
ment (A. 638-639; 572(75)-572(78)). 3 Following this conversation with 
Rametta, Reed questioned more than fifteen employees in the shipping de- 
partment, the warehouse, the cutting department, and the pressing depart- 
ment concerning their affiliation with the Union (A. 638-639: 572(75)-572 
(78)). Florence Mond, one of the employees questioned. said that Reed 
approached her and asked whether she had signed a card, stating that 
Rametta wanted to know (A. 638-639; 162-163). Reed then told her “Tf 
you done signed it, if you all done signed it, we will find out if you 


signed,” and “If you haven’t signed, don’t sign” (A. 638-639; 162-163). 


Mozella Peters, another employee, was also questioned by Reed at 


this time. Aside from inquiring as to whether or not she had signed a card 


for the Union, Reed and Peters talked about times past when there was a 


3John Reed is not a supervisor, but a trusted employee with over twenty-six 
years service with the company (A. 638-639; 572(75)-572(76)). 
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union in the Company. Reed advised her that “Mr. Rametta would take | 
care of you [Peters]”’ and that “You keep away from the union. They’re 
no good”. (A. 639; 144-145). Shortly thereafter, Peters received a wage) 
increase, whereupon Reed reminded her, “Keep away from the union. | 


Didn’t Mr. Rametta take care of you this week like he said?” (Ibid. ). 


| 
Around January 19, 1967, Reed asked James Bostick, an employee, 


whether he had signed a Union card and received an affirmative answer. : 
Reed thereupon made some notations on a pad and disappeared into. 
Rametta’s office. Shortly thereafter, Rametta came out and asked Bostick 
if he had signed a card. On receiving an affirmative answer, Rametta said 
that if anyone else had told him that Bostick had signed a union card he| 
would have “‘spit in his eye” because Bostick was like a son. (A. 639-640; 
476-479). Rametta then told Bostick that Supervisor Garfi was on his way 
out and that Bostick was to take over the shipping department (A. 639- ! 
640; 478). Rametta added that he would be sorry if he went with the 
Union (A. 639-640; 478-479). With this Rametta left, but, some fifteen 
minutes later, he returned to tell Bostick that his “paycheck would be 
heavier Friday” (A. 639-640; 480-482). Rametta then asked Bostick to — 
find out why another employee had signed a union card as reported by | 
Reed. Bostick agreed to do so (A. 639-640; 481-482). After these ex- | 
changes, Bostick received a ten-cent an hour wage increase (A. 639-640; | 
482-483). : 
Sometime in January 1967, Reed asked Edward Walton whether he 
had signed a card, only to be told it was none of his business. (A. 640: 
423-424). Shortly thereafter, Rametta himself approached Walton and 


asked whether the latter had signed a union card. When Walton admitted 
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he had, Rametta asked what he “wanted to do that for.” Walton replied 


that he “‘was just going along with the boys” (A. 640; 425-426). Later 
that same month, Rametta again approached Walton and asked him 
whether he was “going to be with” Rametta. Walton responded that he 


would have “to wait and see” (A. 640; 428). 


On January 20, 1967, Supervisor Sal Pricone approached Aurelia Fusco 
and asked if she had signed a card. When Fusco denied having signed a 
card, Pricone said “Well, remember, you’ve been out of work for a bit be- 
cause of illness on your part and your daughter’s part, and you come in 
late in the morning, and you would have something to lose if you did sign 
and get the union in” (A. 641; 157). Although she denied it to Pricone, 
Fusco had in fact signed a card (A. 641; G.C. Exh. 34). 


About January 26, 1967, Modestino Famiglietti, Benny Fiamma and 
James Bostick were standing at the entrance to the plant when they were 
approached by Rametta. Rametta asked Fiamma if he was still working 
hard for the Union. When Fiamma gave an evasive answer, Rametta told 
him “I’m gonna go and tell you something, boy. you’re going to lose. 
You should have come to me and talk about this. You don’t need the 
union, I could take care of you. With the union dues you have to pay 
you could get your own insurance, plant insurance.” Then he added “I’m 
73 years old. I have enough. | don’t need this place. I can close it up. 

I can just keep the shipping room open. I can give all the work to the 
contractors. It doesn’t matter to me. I could give it to the union place 
or no union shops. I can give everything out. So if you want to talk over 
with me, any time you want to, we can calry this insurance. You can 
come to me and we can talk this over.” Rametta continued, “If you 


want to be more happy in the shop . . . we can change the head of the 
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cutting room. We can put anyone of the outside boys. This way it can 


be more happy.” (A. 641; 182, 349-351, 354-356). 


On the night of May 10, 1967, the day after the hearing in the 


instant case commenced, Concetta Cambria, who had been an employee | 
with the Company for at least fourteen years and was on leave to take 
care of her sick husband, received a call from Minnie Pricone (A. 641; 454 
468; 44-47). The call was not unusual since the two ladies had been 
friends for many years. Pricone. asked Cambria whether she had signed a 
card for the Union and Cambria admitted that she had signed. Pricone 
became excited and told Cambria “that because of that [Cambria] had lost 
[her] job and the insurance” (A. 641; 454-455). | 


C. The Company refuses the Union’s request for 
recognition and bargaining. 
On January 19, 1967, the Union requested from the Company, both 
orally and in writing, that the Union be recognized as the sole bargaining 
representative of the Company’s employees (A. 624-625; 429-434, 272 
(47)-572(49)). The Union offered to prove its majority through a 
card check conducted by an impartial observer agreed to by the’ 
parties (A. 624-625; 520-521, 572(36)-572(37), 574(43)-574(46), 572(73)- 
572(74)). On January 24, Rametta replied to this request, alleging that 
he did not believe the Union represented a majority of the affected em-| 
ployees and that therefore he was declining to recognize the Union 
(A. 625; 572(47)-572(49)). Rametta suggested that the Union ask for an 
election, but made no move to do so himself (A. 572(52)-572(55), 612). 
On January 25, the Union again demanded recognition but was, once | 


more, rebuffed (A. 625; 572(65)-572(66)). 


10 


On February 6, 1967, approximately thirty-five Company employees 
attended a meeting wherein they decided to go on strike because of the 
Company’s unfair labor practices (A. 643: 438-441). The strike began the 
next day with strikers carrying picket signs proclaiming it to be an unfair 
labor practice strike (A. 643; 436-437). Thereafter, on July 24, 1967, six 
of the striking employees applied for reinstatement,* and on August 10, 
1967 another followed suit.5 On July 27, and August 11, 1967, respec- 
tively, the Company refused reinstatement on the grounds that permanent 
replacements had been hired for these employees and certain jobs had been 
eliminated (A. 613-621). There was no notice given or bargaining with the 


Union about the alleged elimination of these positions. 


Il. THE BOARD’S CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 


On the basis of the foregoing facts, the Board found (A. 645-646) 


that the Company’s refusal to bargain with the Union violated Section 8(a) 


(5) and (1) of the Act. The Board further found that the ensuing strike 


was an unfair labor practice strike and that seven striking employees were 
unlawfully denied the reinstatement they were entitled to in violation of 
Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. The Board also found that employee 
Concetta Cambria was discharged because of her union activities in viola- 
tion of Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. Finally, the Board found that 
on several occasions the Company had violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act 
by coercively interrogating its employees concerning their union sympathies; 
by threatening employees with economic reprisal for their support of the 
4Joseph Aiello, Francois Bessett, Virgilio Coelho, Benny Fiamma, Frank Papa, 

Thomas Spada. 


SLouis Greca. 
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Union; and by promising and granting employees benefits in order to | 
dissuade them from supporting the Union. | 


The Board’s order requires the Company to cease and desist from the 
unfair labor practices found and from in any other manner interfering 
with, restraining, or coercing employees in the exercise of their protected : 
rights. The Board’s order requires the Company to take the following 7 
action: to offer to reinstate employees Cambria, Aiello, Bessette, Coelho, 
Fiamma, Papa, Spada and Greca to their former or substantially equal posi- 
tion with their rights and privileges intact; to bargain collectively, upon ! 
request, with the Union as the exclusive bargaining representative of its 
employees; to make the reinstated employees whole for any loss of earn- | 
ings by reason of the Company’s discrimination against them; and to post 


the appropriate notices. 


ARGUMENT 


I SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE ON THE RECORD AS A WHOLE 
SUPPORTS THE BOARD’S FINDING THAT THE COMPANY 
VIOLATED SECTION 8(a)(1) OF THE ACT. 

i 
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act establishes that it is an unfair labor prac- 


tice for an employer to interfere with, restrain, or coerce its employees | 
| 


in the exercise of their rights guaranteed by Section 7 of the Act. This 
record plainly shows that the Company’s employees became the target of : 
unlawful employer conduct as soon as it was learned that the Union was 


attempting to organize them. Thus, shortly after the organization cam- 
paign began, the owners of the Company, Rametta and Pricone, questioneal | 
several employees concerning their union sympathies, and enlisted the | 


assistance of employee Reed in carrying out widespread interrogations, 
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And on other occasions, employees were subjected to threats of economic 
reprisal and promises of benefit, all with a clear design and tendency to 


dissuade employees from continuing to support the Union. 


For example, both Rametta and Pricone questioned Gentile, eliciting 
the fact that she had signed a card authorizing the Union as her bargaining 
representative. Rametta and Pricone then proceeded to berate Gentile for 
her action, insinuating that she had done them a bad tum in return for 
their consideration of her as “cone of the family” (A. 372-373). Coetane- 
ously, Rametta threatened Gentile with loss of wages and with closing of 
the plant if the Union proved successful. Shortly thereafter, Rametta 
offered and granted Gentile a wage increase indicating to her that he 


would continue to “take care” of her. (See p. 45 ante). 


Similarly, Rametta’s interrogations of Bostick were a none too subtle 
blend of inquiry, beratement, and promises of improved benefits coupled 
with threats. Thus, Rametta first ascertained that Bostick had signed a 
card by questioning him. Then he complained of this action, creating a 
sense of betrayal in Bostick by telling him that Rametta had previously 
considered him as a son. In addition, Rametta promised Bostick that he 
would become supervisor of the shipping department as soon as the pres- 
ent one was replaced, but adding that he would be sorry if he went with 
the Union. Finally, Rametta informed Bostick that he was giving him a 
raise, but, at the same time, asked Bostick to find out why another em- 


ployee had signed a Union card. (See p. 7, ante). 


Nor did Rametta and Pricone do all of the interrogation themselves. 


One trusted employee, John Reed, performed widespread interrogations at 


the request of the Company. As seen from the testimony of Mozella 


Peters, Florence Mond and Reed himself, Reed questioned numerous 
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employees, making it perfectly clear that he was acting on behalf of 


Rametta, an impression which Rametta did nothing to discourage. (See _ 
p. 6-8, ante).© Reed’s widespread interrogations had no safeguards to 
detract from their coercive nature and were on several occasions accompan- 
ied by threats and promises of benefits. See Struksnes Construction Co., | 
165 NLRB 1062 (1967), cited with approval in N.L.R.B. v. Gissel Pack- | 
ing Co., 395 U.S. 575, 609 (1969). It should also be noted that Reed’s | 
interrogations took place after Rametta specifically told the employees | 
that they should inquire from Reed or three other members of manage- 
ment if they preferred not to direct their inquiries to Rametta himself (A, 
572(59)-572(60)). In these circumstances, especially in view of Rametta’s 
personal involvement in other unlawful acts, the Company is clearly 
chargeable as a principal for Reed’s conduct. N.L.R.B. v. Fiore Bros. Oil | 
Co., 317 F.2d 710, 711-712 (C.A. 2, 1963); N.L.R.B. v. City Transporta- 
tion Co., 303 F.2d 299, 300-301 (C.A. 5, 1962), cert. denied 371 US. | 
920. See Section 2(13) of the Act. | 


Finally, on other occasions, Rametta made it perfectly clear that he 
was irrevocably opposed to the Union’s organizational attempts among | 
the Company’s employees. To impress this upon his employees, he | 


threatened to close the plant, or to subcontract the work if the Union 
came in. (See pp. 8-9 ante). It is well settled that such threats to shut | 
down or to effectuate other economic reprisals should the employees : 


choose a union violates Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. See, e.g. United | 
? i 


®For example, after Reed asked Bostick if the latter had signed a card, he dis- 
appeared into Rametta’s office. Shortly thereafter, Rametta appeared, repeating Reed’s 
questions as if in disbelief that Reed had submitted an accurate report. 
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Steelworkers v. N.L.R.B., U.S. App. D.C. _, 405 F.2d 1373, (C.A.D.C., 
1968). See N.L.R.B. v. Gissel Packing Co., supra, 395 U.S. at 618-619. 


In sum, the Company’s violations of Section 8(a)(1) of the Act were 
numerous and varied. Raises were promised or given, or both, to Coelho, 
Gentile, Spada, and Bostick;’7 economic threats were made to Gentile, 
Spada, Bostick, Famiglietti and Fiamma; and a large number of employees 
were interrogated under conditions which were plainly coercive. In view 
of the foregoing, we submit that abundant evidence on the record as a 
whole sustains the Board’s finding that the Company violated Section 8(a) 


(1) of the Act. 


II. SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE ON THE RECORD AS A WHOLE SUPPORTS 
THE BOARD’S FINDING THAT THE COMPANY VIOLATED SECTION 
8(a3) AND (1) OF THE ACT BY DISCHARGING EMPLOYEE CON- 
CETTA CAMBRIA AND BY FAILING AND REFUSING TO REINSTATE 
THE UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICE STRIKERS UPON THEIR UNCONDI- 
TIONAL REQUEST TO RETURN TO WORK. 


A. Concetta Cambria 


On the evening of the day—the hearing began in this case, Minnie 
Pricone, part owner of the Company, called Concetta Cambria on the tele- 
phone. Of itself, the call was not unusual as Cambria had worked with 
the Company for many years and close bonds of friendship existed with 
Pricone. However, that day, Pricone had learned from her brother-in-law, 
Rametta, that Cambria had been at the hearing and called to learn whether 


she had signed a card for the Union. Upon learning that she had, Pricone 


7Coelho indicated that around the time he received this raise he was also given 
greater responsibilities A. 635; Tr. 1156-1 157. However, as the Board pointed out A. 
635, in context, “Rametta’s statements to Coelho make clear that a basis for his raise 
was his hoped for rejection of the union.” 
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became excited and told Cambria that because she had signed a card she 

was discharged, that she had lost both her job and her insurance. In other 
words this is one of those rare cases where the employer’s own words ad- | 
mit an unlawful reason for discharging an employee. See N.L.R.B. v. : 
Ferguson, 257 F.2d 88 (C.A. 5, 1958). Upon these facts, Cambria reason- 
ably understood that she had been fired because of her union activities | 
and the Board was more than justified in so finding. Universal Camera | 


y. NL.R.B., 340 U.S. 474 (1951). ® : 


B. The Company’s refusal to reinstate 
the unfair labor practice strikers. 


At the hearing in the instant case the parties stipulated that certain 
striking employees had made an unconditional offer to return to work — 


(A. 643: 613-621).° It was further stipulated that the Company refused 
reinstatment to any and all of these employees on the grounds that the | 


Company had hired permanent replacements for these strikers (A. 643; . 


613-620). It is well settled, however, that upon their unconditional appli- 
| 


cation for reinstatement, unfair labor practice strikers must be returned to, 
their former positions even if “‘permanent” replacements have been hired. 


Mastro Plastics Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 350 U.S. 270, 278 (1956); N.L.R.B. v. | 


8The Company attempted to show that no notice of discharge was ever issued 
and that Cambria still appears as an employee on the Company’s books. However, the 
Company does not deny that the conversation between Pricone and Cambria took place. : 
Moreover, questions relating to the employee’s willingness to retum to work and the | 
amount of backpay due, if any, are best left to the supplemental backpay ca 


proceedings. 
9 Joseph Aiello, Francois Bessette, Virgilio Coelho, Benny Fiamma, Frank Papa, | ! 


and Thomas Spada applied for reinstatement on July 24, 1967; Louis Greca applied 
on August 10, 1967. 
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Kohler Co., 122 U.S. App. D.C. 101, 108, 351 F.2d 798, 805 (1965). 
Accordingly, if the Board properly determined that the instant strike was, 

at least, partially motivated by the Company’s unfair labor practices 
(N.L.R.B. v. Sea-Land Service, Inc., 356 F.2d 260, 267 (C.A. 1, 1967)), 
then the Act was violated by the Company’s refusal to reinstate the 
strikers. See Mastro Plastics Corp. v. N.L.R.B., supra. 

In this case, it is undisputed that on February 6, 1967, some thirty- 
five employees of the Company attended a Union meeting and voted to 
strike in protest of the Company’s unfair labor practices (A. 643; 434-441). 
The next day, February 7, pickets appeared bearing signs reading; “Work- 
ers of Marie Phillips, Inc., on strike for unfair labor practices, Local 153, 
ILGWU, AFL-CIO” (A. 643; 436-437). Based on the above, the Board 
properly concluded that the employees’ strike was an unfair labor practice 
strike and that strikers were entitled to reinstatement upon their uncondi- 
tional offer to return to work. Mastro Plastics Corp. v. N.L.R.B., supra; 
Tex-Tan Welhausen Co. v. N.L.R.B., 419 F.2d 265, 72 LRRM 2285, 2288 
(C.A. 5, 1969), vacated and remanded on other grounds __ U.S. __ 714 
LRRM 2064 (May 5, 1970). The Company’s refusal to do so constitutes 


a plain violation of the Act.!° 


10Before the Board, the Company also contended that the jobs of certain stri- 
kers had been eliminated. However, as the Trial Examiner pointed out A. 643-644, the 
record is silent as to what jobs were eliminated, and, if so, why they had been elimi- 
nated. In these circumstances, the Company has clearly failed to sustain its burden of 
establishing bona fide reasons for why the strikers’ jobs were no longer in existance. 
NL.R.B. v. Fleetwood Trailer Co., 389 U.S. 375, 378-380 (1967). 
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_ SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE ON THE RECORD AS A WHOLE 
SUPPORTS THE BOARD’S FINDING THAT THE UNION REPRE- 
SENTED A MAJORITY OF THE PRODUCTION AND MAIN- 
TENANCE EMPLOYEES ON JANUARY 19, 1967, AND THAT 
THE COMPANY VIOLATED SECTION 8(a)(5) BY THEREAFTER 
REFUSING TO RECOGNIZE AND BARGAIN WITH THE UNION. 


A. The Board properly included the IBM operators and 
the “cutters” in the bargaining unit. 

Although there is controversy concerning the inclusion or exclusion 
of certain employees in the bargaining unit, it is not subject to serious 
dispute that an appropriate unit consists of “tall employees of respondent | 
employed at its Hartford plant excluding office clerical employees, ee | | 
professional employees and supervisors” (A. 625). See Dove Manufacturing 


Co.. 128 NLRB 778, 779 (1960): Grinnel Pajama Corp., 108 NLRB 289, 


291 (1954).'!! The Company, however, does challenge the Board’s inclu- | 


sion of the IBM operators and the “cutters.” 


The Company’s two IBM operators (Viola Green and Jacqueline 
Harris) work in the shipping department in an area partially set apart by 
their IBM machines and filing cabinets (A. 628-629; 477-478). Briefly, 
they perform the following functions: when an order of garments for a 
customer has been filled according to size, color, and style by other em- — 
ployees in the shipping department, the garments are assembled on a rack. | 
An IBM folder containing an identifying account number and information | 
relating to the number and style of garments on the rack is then attached | 
(A. 628-629; 386-388). The rack is then pushed over to the IBM opera ! 


tors who pull the IBM folders from the rack and recount the orders to 
11The Board found merit in the Company’s exception to the Trial Examiner’s 


exclusion of the social security recipients from the bargaining unit A. 658-659. Accord- 
ingly, their status is not here in dispute. 
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make sure the order is correct. They then check to see how the garments 
are to be shipped je. whether by Railway Express, parcel post, etc. They 
also check the weight and cost of shipping. The IBM operators then pre- 
pare the invoice with the IBM machine and a typewriter. When this is 
completed, the invoice is placed on the rack and the garments are wheeled 
over to the packing department for final preparation for shipping (A. 628- 
629: 101-103, 121-136, 389-396). Finally, it is noteworthy that the Com- 
pany’s own pay records designate the IBM operators as being in the ship- 


ping department (A. 385-386). 


Based on the foregoing, the Board consistent with precedent, con- 
cluded that the IBM operators shared a community of interest with the 
other shipping department employees. Accordingly, they were classified as 
plant clericals, not office clericals, and, therefore, were properly included in 
the basic production and maintenance unit. See Wonderknit Corp.. 123 
NLRB 53, 56 (1959); K.W B. Manufacturing Co., 106 NLRB 1305, 1306 
(1953)."* 


Before the Board, the Company also challenged the appropriateness 
of including the nine “cutters” in the unit. 13 While cutters by virtue of 
their craft characteristics may constitute a separate bargaining unit, 14 it is 


well settled that they have a sufficient community of interest with other 


production and maintenance employees in the garment industry to warrant 


12 Newark Electronics Co., Inc., 131 NLRB 553 (1961) is fully consistent with 
the above. There, the IBM operator, clerks, and typists worked in an office physically 
separate from the other employees and with little, if any, integration of operations. 
Accordingly, they were treated as office clericals and excluded from the basic unit. 


131n the garment industry, “cutter” is a term used to designate workers engaged 
in cutting materials, such as cloth, leather, or plastic, by hand or machine, according 
to pattern, layout lines, or specified dimensions. Dictionary of Occupational Titles, 
3rd Ed., p. 184 (G-P.O., 1965). 


14See, e.g., Benjamin & Jones, 133 NLRB 768, 769-770 (1961). 
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inclusion in a broader unit. See K.W.B. Manufacturing Co., supra, 106 
NLRB at 1306; Grinnel Pajama Corp., supra, 108 NLRB at 291; Dove 
Manufacturing Co., supra, 128 NLRB at 779. In the instant case, there is. 
no history of separate representation and no union seeks to represent them| 
separately. Moreover, while the cutters were temporarily located in 
another building, by October 1967, all employees were scheduled to be in : 
the same building and, as the Trial Examiner pointed out (A. 627-628), | 
they were “part and parcel of a single operation.” In these circumstances, 
the Board properly included the cutters in the unit. See K.W.B. Manufac- | 
turing Co., supra, and cases cited above. In sum, the Board’s unit deter- : 
minations fall squarely within that broad grant of discretion delegated to 

it by Section 9(b) of the Act. See Packard Motor Car Co. v. N.L.R.B., 
330 U.S. 485 (1947). 


B. The Union was validly designated as bargaining 
representative by a majority of the employees. 

The General Counsel introduced in evidence authorization cards, 
signed by sixty-eight employees, some in Italian and others in English, 
designating the Union as their bargaining representative (G.C. Exh. Nos. | 
3a-15, 17. 19. 20-27, 29-32, 34. 36-42, 44, 45-68, 70): Before the Board, the 
Company challenged all of these cards on the grounds that they bore the : 
legend “strictly confidential” or “secrete.” It also challenged the compe- | 
tency of the solicitors of these cards to testify as to their authenticity. | 
Neither contention has merit. Thus, in N.L.R.B. v. Gissel Packing Cov., | 
395 U.S. 575 (1969), the Court upheld the reliability of cards, where | 


the signers had been told that the card would be kept secret and not 


shown to anybody except to the Board in order to get an election (395 
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US. at 584 n. 5; id at 608). Accord, N_L.R.B. v. Consolidated Rendering 
Co.. 386 F.2d 699, 702 (C.A. 2, 1967); N.L.R.B. v. Southbridge Sheet 
Metal Works, Inc., 380 F.2d 851, 856 (C.A. 1, 1967). And in Amalga- 
mated Clothing Workers (McEwen Manufacturing Co.) v. N.L.R.B., US. 
App. D.C. __, 419 F.2d 1207, 1209 (1969), this Court summarily rejected 
a claim that one who witnessed a signature is not competent to testify to 
its authenticity. For the same reasons, the instant challenges should be 


rejected. 


In addition to its blanket challenge, the Company challenges some 
twenty-six of the cards on the additional ground that persons signing them 
were induced to do so in the belief that a majority of the employees had 
already signed. 15 The Board, however, set forth in detail its views as to 
the effects of such representations and applying those principles to the 


instant case, rejected the Company’s challenge. 


As the Board points out (A. 653-656), “a showing, without more of 
a misrepresentation as to the number of others who have signed union 
cards is insufficient to invalidate a clear and unequivocal designation card 
signed by an employee. This is so because such a card must be presumed 
to express the individual intent of the signer regardless of the wishes of 
others. There is no necessary inconsistency between the fact that the 
signer had been incorrectly told that others had already been signed and 
his own genuine desire for union representation.” Compare Amalgamated 


Clothing Workers of America, AFL-CIO y. N.L.R.B. (Sagamore Shirt Co.), 


1SThe Company does not challenge the forty-two other cards on this ground 
(A. 653). Since the appropriate unit includes 110 employees (the 107 found by the 
Trial Examiner plus the three social security recipients included by the Board), fifty-six 
valid cards and sufficient to establish the Union’s majority and, therefore, the Company 
must invalidate thirteen cards in order to destroy the Union’s majority status. 


(a 
124 U.S. App. D.C. 365,365 F.2d 898, 906¥(C.A.D.C., ee 
puffing fiz that a majority of the workers had already signed union 
authorization cards} does not vitiate the cards unless the comments were a! 
means of coercing employees to sign cards out of a fear of majority rc 
sal.” Aut cf G&A Truck Line vy. N.L.R.B., 407 F.2d 120 (C.A. 6, 1969). | 
At the same time, however, the Board was also careful to note (A. | 
654), “there may be situations in which a certain card would not have | 
been signed but for the subscriber’s reliance upon a misrepresentation that 
a majority had already signed .. .” Thus, * ‘where the objective facts, as 
evidenced by events contemporaneous with the signing, clearly demonstrate 


that the misrepresentation was the decisive factor in causing an employee 


to sign a card, we shall not count such card in determining a union’s' 


majority. However, . . . where the only indication of reliance is a signer’s. 
subsequent testimony as to his subjective state of mind when signing the | 
card, such showing is insufficient to invalidate the cards” (ibid.). We show 
below that, applying these principles to the instant case, the Board prop- | 
erly determined that the Union represented a majority of employees. We 
show further that the Board’s refusal to consider subsequent testimony as 
to an employee’s state of mind when he signed the card is clearly proper. 
Of the twenty-six disputed cards, the signers of approximately six — : 
a number clearly insufficient to destroy the Union’s majority — testified as | 
to certain objective facts which might tend to show that their cards would 
not have been signed in the first instance but for the alleged milsrepresens) 
tation that a majority of the employees had already signed. See A. 656- : 
657. n. 6.8 Moreover, as the Board pointed out, not only was their tes: 


16As previously noted, supra, p. 20, n. 15, it was incumbent upon the Company. 
to invalidate thirteen cards in order to destroy the Union’s majority. | 
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timony expressly denied by the union solicitors and otherwise uncorrobo- 
rated, but the Trial Examiner refused to credit them (A. 631-633, 656-658). 
Accordingly, unless the Board erred in refusing to consider the challenges 
based on the other signers’ statements as to their state of mind at the time 


they signed the cards, the finding as to majority status must stand. 


The Board was clearly correct in refusing to consider such evidence. 
As it pointed out (A. 654): 
. . . Such subjective testimony is hardly probative, since it 
is not subject to the customary safeguards of confrontation 
by other witnesses and probing cross-examination. It 
amounts to an unverifiable subjective assertion about a sub- 
jective state of mind at a time long past. Such an assertion, 
being untestable, is highly susceptible to distortions due to 
hindsight, changing judgments concerning the signer’s inter- 
est, pressures brought by the employer or others, and the 
like, so that present attitudes invariably color the signer’s 
assertion about his earlier state of mind at the time he 
signed the card.... 


This view is squarely supported by the Supreme Court’s decision in 
N.L.R.B. v. Gissel Packing Co., supra, where, in a virtually indentical situa- 
tion, it “reject{ed] any rule that requires a probe of an employee’s subjec- 
tive motivations as invalving an endless and unreliable inquiry” (395 U.S. 
at 608). Accord, International Union, UAW y. N.L.R.B. (Preston Products), 
129 U.S. App. D.C. 196, 202-203, 392 F.2d 801, 807 (1967). In sum, it 
is clear that the Company has failed to show any basis for disturbing the 


Board’s finding of majority status and, accordingly, the Company’s refusal 


to bargain violated Section 8(a)(5) of the Act. Ly 


171m view iof the Company’s numerous unfair labor practices, the Board properly ~ 
concluded that “to remedy these unfair labor practices and to effectuate the employegs’ 
freely made choice for union representation as manifested by the signed authorization 
cards of a majority of employees in the unit” a bargaining order is necessary (A. 660). 


[continued] 
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IV. THE BOARD DID NOT ABUSE ITS POWERS IN REJECTING THE 
UNION’S REQUEST FOR FURTHER REMEDIAL RELIEF. 

Section 10(c) of the Act provides that, on finding that an unfair labor 
practice has been committed the Board shall order the responsible party to 
take such affirmative action as will effectuate the policies of the Act. The 
fashioning of such remedies is “peculiarly a matter for administrative com-| 
petence” Fibreboard Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 379 U.S. 203, 216 (1964), requir- | 
ing the Board to “draw on enlightenment gained from experience NLRB. 
v. Seven-Up Bottling Co., 344 U.S. 344, 346 (1953). Accordingly, under | 
settled law, the Board’s order to this respect may not be disturbed unless 
“it can be shown that the order is a patent attempt to achieve ends other ! 
than those which can fairly be said to effectuate the policies of the Act.” | 
Virginia Electric and Power Co. v. N.L.R.B., 319 U.S. 533, 540 (1943); | 
Fibreboard Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 379 U.S. 203, 216 (1964); Consolo v. : 
Federal Maritime Commission, 382 U.S. 607, 621 (1966); N.L.R.B. v. J. H, 
Rutter-Rex Manufacturing Co., Inc., 396 U.S. 258 (1969). No such show- 
ing can be made in support of the Union’s challenge to the Board’s order | 


. | 
in the present case. 


The Union is critical of the Board’s order on the grounds that it does’ 
| 
not go as far as the Union would like in remedying the unfair labor prac- | 


tices found. Jnter alia, the Union would have the Board provide some 


form of monetary remedy, both to the employees and to the Union, for 


losses allegedly incurred as the result of the Company’s unfair labor prac- 


See N.L.R.B. v. Gissel Packing Co., supra; United Steelworkers of America (Northwest 
Engineering) v. N.L.R.B., 126 U.S. App. D.C. 215, 376 F.2d 770 (C.A.D.C., 1967), 
cert. denied, 389 U.S. 932. 
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tices. 8 But, measured by the applicable standards of review set forth 
above, the Union’s contention must fail, for, at no point has it demon- 
strated that the traditional relief here ordered — bargaining on request with 
the Union — will be “insufficient as a matter of law.” Amalgamated Cloth- 
ing Workers v. N.L.R.B. (Hamburg Shirt Co.), 125 U.S. App. D.C. 275, 
281. 371 F.2d 740, 746 (1966). Moreover, this Court has recently refused 
other unions” attempts to impose a compensatory remedy against the 


Board’s judgment, stating that the “power to fashion remedies places a pre- 


mium on agency expertise and experience” Amalgamated Clothing Workers 
y. N.L.R.B. (Hamburg Shirt Co.), supra, 125 U.S. App. D.C. at 281, 371 
F.2d at 746: IBEW, AFL-CIO v. N.L.R.B. (Preston Mfg. Co.), —— U. S. 
App. D.C., 417 F.2d 1144 (1969); Retail, Wholesale, and Department Store 
Union v. N.L.R.B., 128 U.S. App. D.C. 41, 48, 385 F.2d 301, 308 (1967). 


18The Board is considering compensatory orders similar to the relief sought here 
in Zinke’s Foods, Inc., Case No. 30-CA-372; Herman Wilson Lumber Co., Case No. 26- 
CA-2536; Ex-Cell-O-Corp., Case No. 25-CA-2377; and Rasco Olympia, Inc., Case No. 
19-CA-3187. 


19The Union, citing Phelps Dodge Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 313 U.S. 177, 197 (1941), 
also urges that the Board is required to articulate a basis for rejecting this and other 
Union-proposed remedies. But all that case requires is that the Board disclose the basis 
for its proposed order at least in a situation where it has departed from the conver- 
tional remedy. Moreover, in other cases, the Board has made clear its basis for declin- 
ing to grant the types of extraordinary relief herein requested by the Union: ‘‘We 
deem it inappropriate in this case to depart from our existing policy with respect to 
remedial orders in cases involving violations of Section 8(a)(5) . . . where, as here, the 
record affords insufficient basis for additional remedial action.” Quality Rubber Mfg. 
Co., inc., 176 NLRB No. 7, p. 2, n. 4 (71 LRRM 1213, 1969). In short, we submit 
that it is not necessary for the Board to articulate its reasons for refusing to depart 
from existing policy where the Board has elsewhere made clear its basis for similar 
action. See Amalgamated Clothing Workers v. N.L.R.B. (Block-Southland Sportswear, 
Inc.), __U.S. App. D.C. __, 420 F.2d 1296, 1298 (1969), upholding the Board’s re- 
fusal to grant such relief notwithstanding the union’s protestations that the Board failed 
to advance reasons for denying the requested relief. C f. Local Broadcast Service of Mobile, 
380 U.S. 255 (1965). 
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The Union (Br. p. 16) also insists that the Company should have been : 
required: (1) to both read and mail the Board’s notice to the employees; 
(2) to grant the Union access to plant bulletin boards; and (3) to furnish | 
the Union with the names and addresses of the employees. In support of : 
its request for reading and mailing provisions, the Union relies extensively 
on J. P. Stevens & Co., 171 NLRB No. 163 (1968), enf. 417 F.2d 533, 
(C.A. 5, 1969) (often referred to as Stevens V). However, while the : 
instant unfair labor practices are serious ones, they do not present the same 
remedial problems posed by that employer’s continuing flouting of the Act. ! 
Moreover, while relying on Stevens V, the Union fails to mention this 
Court’s decision in .U.E., AFL-CIO v. N.L.R.B. (Scott's Inc.), 127 US. | 
App. 303, 383 F.2d 230 (1967), cert. denied, 390 U.S. 904, denying a | 
Board-proposed remedy that that employer be required to read the notice. | 


| 
Clearly the Board’s refusal to grant such a remedy in this case cannot be 


considered an abuse of its power to fashion appropriate remedies. As for 


the proposed mailing, access to bulletin boards, and names and addresses | 
| 


requirements, such remedies have normally been proposed in situations | 
where the employer has sought to block communications between employ- 
ees and the Union, 2° or has otherwise demonstrated a pronounced proc 
livity for violating the Act.?! In sum, we submit that the Union has 


failed to establish that the Board abused its powers in denying the 


20See, e.g. Marlene Industries Corp., 166 NLRB 703 (1967), enf. as modified, 
406 F.2d 886 (C.A. 6, 1969) where the Board specifically found that the Company’s 
unfair labor practices, “were directed in substantial part towards the prevention of any 
direct communication between its employees and the Union . Me 


21See, e.g., Chief Judge Brown’s opinion in J. P. Stevens & Co. v. N.L.R.B., 417 


F.2d 533 (C.A. 5, 1969). 
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ated Clothing Workers of America 


requested relief. See generally, Amalgam 


y. N.LL.R.B. (Winfield Manufacturing Co.), 
F.2d 73 LRRM 2323, __(C.A.D.C., 1970, Nos. 22501, 22637), sl. 


___ USS. App. D.C.—— , ——— 


op. pp. 23-24, and cases there cited. 


CONCLUSION 
For the reasons given above, it is respectfully submitted that the peti- 


tions for review should be denied and that the Board’s cross-application 


for enforcement should be granted in full. 
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